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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1955 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
Com™irrer oN Pustic Works, 
SuncomMmirrere ON Punto Roaps, 
W as hington, LD ec 

The subcommittee met at 10:18 a, m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senator (ior » Tharmond, MeNamara, Neuberger, Martin, 
('use, and Kuchel. 

Senator Gore, The committee WwW ill come to order 

‘The committee has before it two bills, S. 1048 and S, 1072. S. 104s 
is an mnereased authorization bill based upon an enlargement with 
change of emphasis on the present highway program. 

S. L072 proposes a recodification of present highway laws. 

(‘The bills are as follows :) 


[S. 1048, 84th Cong., lst seas.] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the Federal-Ald Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (30 
Stat, S55), as amended and supplemented, to authorize appropriations for continuing 
the construction of highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (30 Stat. 355), 
and all Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby 
uuthorized to be appropriated the sum of $1,100,000,000 tor the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, and a like sum for each succeeding fiseal year thereafter up to 
and including the tiseal year ending Jame 30, 1060 

The sum herein authorized for each tiseal yvear shall be available for expendi 
ture as follows: 

(a) $500,000,000 for projects on the Federalaid primary highway system 

(b) $525,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary system 

(¢) $275,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban arenas, and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid secondary 
system within urban areas, 

The sums authorized by this section for each fiseal year, respectively, shall 
be apportioned among the several States in the manner now provided by law 
and in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1044 (58 Stat. SBS). 

Any suins apportioned to any State under the provision of this section shall 
be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of the 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized, and any amounts so apportioned 
remaining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse: Provided, That 
such funds for any fiscal year shall be deemed to have been expended if a sum 
equal to the total of the sums apportioned to the State for such fiseal year is 
covered by formal agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the lmprove- 
ment of specific projects as provided by this Act: Provided further, That in the 
case of those sums heretofore, herein, or hereafter apportioned to any State 
for projects on the Federal-nid secondary highway system, the Secretary of 
Commerce may, upon the request of any State, discharge his responsibility 
relative to the plans, specifications, estimates, surveys, design, inspection, and 
construction of such secondary road projects by his receiving and approving a 
certified statement by the State highway department setting forth that the 
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plans, design, and construction for such projects are in accord with the standards 
and procedures of such State applicable to projects in this category approved 
by him: Provided further, That such approval shall not be given unless such 
standards and procedures are in accordance with the objectives set forth in 
section 1 (b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950: Provided further, That 
nothing contained in the foregoing provisos shall be construed to relieve any 
State of its obligation now provided by law relative to maintenance, nor to 
relieve the Secretary of Commerce of his obligation with respect to the selection 
of the secondary system or the location of projects thereon, to make a final 
inspection after construction of each project, and to require an adequate showing 
of the estimated and actual cost of construction of each project: Provided 
further, That not more than 10 per centum of the amount apportioned to each 
State under subparagraphs (a), (b), or (c) of this section may be transferred 
from the apportionment under one subparagraph to the apportionment under 
either of the other subparagraphs: Provided further, That such transfer is 
requested by the State highway department and is approved by the Governor 
of said State and the Secretary of Commerce as being in the public interest: 
Provided further, That the total of such transfers shall not increase the original 
apportionment under any subparagraph by more than 10 per centum: Provided 
further, That the transfers hereinabove permitted for funds authorized to be 
appropriated for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1956, through the year ending 
June 30, 1960, shall likewise be permitted on the same basis for funds heretofore 
or hereafter authorized to be appropriated for any prior or subsequent fiscal 
year: And provided further, That nothing herein contained shall be deemed to 
alter or impair the authority contained in the last proviso to subparagraph (b) 
of section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. 

SEc. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, 
and improvement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the national 
system of interstate highways, including extensions thereof through urban areas, 
designated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 8388), there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the additional sum of $500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1956, and a like additional sum for each succeeding fiscal year thereafter up 
to and including the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960. The sum herein authorized 
for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the several States in the follow- 
ing manner: one-half in the ratio which the population of each State bears to 
the total population of all the States, as shown by the latest available Federal 
census: Provided, That no State shall receive less than three-fourths of 1 per 
centum of the money so apportioned; and one-half in the manner now provided 
by law for apportionment of funds for the Federal-aid primary system: Provided 
further, That the Federal share payable on account of any project on the national 
system of interstate highways provided for by funds made available under the 
provisions of this section shall be increased to 6624 per centum of the total cost 
thereof, plus a percentage of the remaining 35144 per centum of such cost in any 
State containing unappropriated and unreserved public lands and nontaxable 
Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 per centum of the total area of 
all lands therein, equal to the percentage that the area of such lands in such 
State is of its total area. 

(b) Any sums appropriated to any State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close 
of fiscal year for which such sums are authorized: Provided, That such funds 
shall be deemed to be expended upon execution of formal agreements with the 
Secretary of Commerce for the improvement of specific projects under this 
section. 

(c) Any amount unapportioned to the States under the provisions of this 
section unexpended at the end of the period during which it is available for 
expenditure under the terms of subsection (b) of this section shall lapse. 

SEc. 3. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved Decem- 
ber 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 888): the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, approved 
June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105); and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, 
approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785); the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1952, approved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), and the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1954, approved May 6, 1954, not inconsistent with this Act, shall remain in 
full force and effect. 

Sec. 4. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act or the applica- 
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the 
Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 
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Sec. 5. All Acts or parts of Acts in any way inconsistent with the provisions 


of this Act are hereby repealed, and this Act shall take effect on its passuxe 
Sec. 6. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1050.” 





[S. 1072, Sith Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To revise the Federal-aid highway laws of the United States 


Be it enacted ‘by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assencbled, 


SHORT TITLE 


Secrion 1. This Act, divided into titles and sections according to the following 
table of contents, may be cited as “The Federal-Aid Highway Act”. 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


TITLE I—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
Sec. 101. Authorizations. 
Sec. 102. Apportionment. 
Sec. 103. Federal-aid systems. 
Sec. 104. Programs. 
Sec. 105. Plans, specifications, and estimates. 
Sec. 106. Standards. 
See. 107. Project agreements. 
Sec. 108. Letung of contracts. 
Sec. 109. Construction. 


Sec. 110. Maintenance. 

Sec. 111. Secondary road responsibility. 

See. 112. Availability of sums apportioned. 
Sec. 113. Federal share payable. 

Sec. 114. Payment to States for construction 
Sec. 115. Payment to States for bond retirement. 
Sec. 116. Advances to States 

Sec. 117. Emergency relief. 

Sec. 118. Diversion. 

Sec. 119. Bypass hearings. 

Sec. 120. Certain toll bridges and tunnels. 
Sec. 121. Railway-highway crossings. 


TITLE II—OTHER HIGHWAYS AFFECTED BY THIS AC1 


Sec. 201, Authorizations 

Sec. 202. Apportionment 

See, 2038. Availability of funds. 

Sec. 204. Forest highways. 

See. 205. Forest development roads and trails 
Sec. 206. Park roads and trails. 

Sec. 207. Parkways 

Sec. 208. Indian reservation roads. 
Sec. 209. Public lands highways. 

See, 210. Defense access roads. 

See. 211. Timber access road hearings 


Sec. 212. Inter-American Highway. 
See. 213. Rama Road 


TITLE ILTI—GENERAL PROVISIONS AND DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 301. Freedom from tolls. 

Sec, 302. State highway department, 

See. 303. Bureau organization. 

Sec. 304. Research and planning. 

See. 505. Cooperation with Federal and State agencies and foreign countries. 
Sec. 306, Cooperation with Pan American countries. 

Sec. 307. Defense. 

Sec. 308. Highway improvements strategically important to the national defense. 
Sec. 309. Detail of Army and Navy officers. 

Sec. 510. Highway Safety Conference. 

Sec. 311. Relief of employees in hazardous work. 

See. 312. Detail of employees as students. 

See. 313. Rules, regulations, and recommendations. 

Sec. 314. Consent by United States to conveyance of property. 
Sec. 315. Appropriations of public lands for highway purposes. 
Sec. 316. Highway relocation due to airport. 

See. 317. Landscaping. 

See. 318. Availability of appropriations. 

Sec. 319. Great River Road. 

Sec. 320. Bridges on Federal dams. 

See. 321. Repeal of prior Acts. 

Sec. 322. Construction of this Act. 

Sec. 323. Savings clause. 

Sec. 324. Definitions. 
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TITLE 1—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
AUTHORIZATIONS 


Sec. 101. The provisions of this Act shall apply to all unappropriated author 
izations contained in prior Acts, and also to all unexpended appropriations here 
tofore made, providing for the expenditure of Federal funds upon the Federal-aid 
systems. All such authorizations and appropriations shall continue in full force 
and effect, but hereafter obligations entered into and expenditures made pursu 
ant thereto shall be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


APPORTION MENT 


Seo. 102. (a) Whenever an apportionment is made of the sums authorized to 
be appropriated for expenditure upon the Federal-aid systems, the Secretary 
shall deduct a sum, in such amount not to exceed 3% per centum of all sums so 
authorized, as the Secretary may deem necessary for administering the provi 
sionsof this Act and for carrying on the research authorized by paragraphs 
(a) and (b) of section 304.) In making such determination, the Secretary 
shall take into account tahe unexpended balance of any sums dedueted for 
such purposes in prior years. The sum so deducted shall be available for ex 
penditure from the unexpended balance of any appropriation made at any time 
for expenditure upon the ederal-aid systems, until such sum has been expended. 

(b>) On or before the January 1 next preceding the commencement of each 
fiscal year, the Secretary, after making the deduction authorized by paragraph 
(a) of this section, shall apportion the remainder of the sums authorized to 
be appropriated for expenditure upon the Federal-aid systems for that fiscal 
year, among the several States in the following manner: 

(1) For the Federal-aid primary system: 

One-third in the ratio which the area of each State bears to thé total 
area of all the States; one-third in the ratio which the population of each 
State bears to the total population of all the States as shown by the 
latest available Federal census ; one-third in the ratio which the mileage of 
rural delivery routes and star routes in each State bears to the total mileage 
of rural delivery and star routes in all the States at the close of the next 
preceding fiscal year, as shown by a certificate of the Postmaster General, 
which he is directed to make and furnish annually to the Secretary. No 
State shall receive less than one-half of 1 per centum of each year’s appor- 
tionment. 

(2) For the Federal-aid secondary system : 

One-third in the ratio which the area of each State bears to the total ares 
of all the States; one-third in the ratio which the rural population of each 
State bears to the total rural population of all the States as shown by the 
latest available Federal census ; and one third in the ratio which the mileage 
of rural delivery and star routes, certified as above provided, in each State 
bears to the total mileage of rural delivery and star routes in all the 
States. No State shall receive less than one-half of 1 per centum of each 
year’s apportionment. 

(2) For the Federal-aid primary system within urban areas and approved 

extensions of the Federal-aid secondary system within urban areas: 

In the ratio which the population in municipalities and other urban places, 
of five thousand or more, in each State bears to the total population in 
municipalities and other urban places of five thousand or more in all the 
States, as shown by the latest available Federal census. For the purpose 
of this subparagraph (3), Connecticut and Vermont towns shall be con- 
sidered municipalities regardless of their incorporated status. 

(4) For the interstate system: 

One-half in the ratio which the population of each State bears to the total 
population of all the States as shown by the latest available Federal census, 
except that no State shall receive less than three-fourths of 1 per centum 
of the funds so apportioned; and one-half in the manner provided in 
subparagraph (1) of this paragraph (b). 

(c) Not more than 10 per centum of the amount heretofore or hereafter appor- 
tioned in any fiscal year to each State in accordance with subparagraphs (1), 
(2), or (3) of paragraph (b) of this section may be transferred from the appor- 
tionment under one subparagraph to the apportionment under either of the 
other subparagraphs if such a transfer is requested by the State highway de- 
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partment and is approved by the Governor of such State and the Secretary as 
being in the public interest. The total of such transfers shall not increase the 
original apportionment under any of such subparagraphs by more than 10 
per centum, Nothing contained in this paragraph shall alter or impair the 
authority contained in paragraph (d) of this section. 

(d) Any funds which are apportioned under subparagraph (2) of para 
graph (b) of this section for the Federal-aid secondary system to a State in 
which all public roads and highways are under the control and supervision of 
the State highway department may, if the State highway department and the 
Secretary jointly agree that such funds are not needed for the Federal-aid 
secondary system, be expended for projects on another Federal-aid system 

(e) On or before the January 1 preceding the commencement of each fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall certify to each of the State highway departments the 
sums Which he has apportioned hereunder to each State for such fiscal year, and 
also the sums which he has deducted for administration and research pursuant 
to paragraph (a) of this section. 


FEDERAL-AID SYSTEMS 


Sec. 108. (a) For the purposes of this Act, the three Federalaid systems, 
namely, the primary, secondary, and interstate systems, established by prior 
Acts, are hereby continued pursuant to the provisions of this section 

(b) The Federal-aid primary system shall consist of an adequate system of 
connected main highways, selected or designated by each State through its State 
highway department, subject to the approval of the Secretary as provided by 
paragraph (e) of this section. This system shall not exceed 7 per centum of the 
total highway mileage of such State, exclusive of mileage within national forests, 
Indian, or other Federal reservations and within urban areas, as shown by the 
records of the State highway department on November 9, 1921. Whenever pro 
vision has been made by any State for the completion and maintenance of 90 
per centum of its Federal-aid primary system, as originally designated, said 
State through its State highway department by and with the approval of the 
Secretary is authorized to increase the mileage of its Federal-aid primary sys 
jem by additional mileage equal to not more than 1 per centum of the total 
mileage of said State as shown by the records on November 9, 1021. Thereafter, 
it may make like 1 per centum increases in the mileage of its Federal-aid pri 
mary system whenever provision has been made for the completion and mainte 
nance of 90 per centum of the entire system, including the additional mileage 
previously authorized. This system may be located both in rural and urban 
areas. The mileage limitations in this paragraph shall not apply to the District 
of Columbia, Hawaii, or Puerto Rico, 

(c) The Federal-aid secondary system shall be selected by the State highway 
departments and the appropriate local road officials in cooperation with each 
other, subject to approval by the Secretary as provided in paragraph (e) of this 
section, In making such selections, farm-to-market roads, rural mail routes, 
public school bus routes, local rural roads, county roads, township roads, and 
roads of the county road class may be included, so long as they are not on the 
Federal-aid primary or interstate system. This system shall be confined to rural 
areas, except (1) that in any State having a population density of more than 
two hundred per square mile as shown by the latest available Federal census, the 
system may include mileage in urban areas as well as rural, and (2) that the 
system may be extended into urban areas subject to the conditions that any such 
extension passes through the urban area or connects with another Federal-aid 
system within the urban area, and that Federal participation in projects on 
such extensions is limited to urban funds, 

(ad) The interstate system shall be designated within the continental United 
States and it shall not exceed forty thousand miles in total extent. It shall be so 
located as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metropoli- 
tun areas, cities, and industrial centers to serve the national defense, and to 
connect at suitable border points with routes of continental importance in the 
Dominion of Canada and the Republic of Mexico, The routes of this system shall 
be selected by joint action of the State highway departments of each State and 
the adjoining States, subject to approval by the Secretary as provided in para- 
graph (e) of this section. All highways or routes included in the interstate sys 
tem as finally approved, if not already coincident with the primary system, shall 
be added to said system without regard to the mileage limitation set forth in 
paragraph (b) of this section. This system may be located both in rural and 
urban areas. 
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(e) The Secretary shall have authority to approve in whole or in part the 
Federal-aid primary system, the Federal-aid secondary system, and the inter- 
State system, as and when suth systems or portions thereof are designated, or to 
require modifications or revisions thereof. No Federal-aid system or portion 
thereof shall be eligible for projects in which Federal funds participate until 
approved by the Secretary. 

PROGRAMS 


Sec. 104. (a) As soon as practicable after the apportionments for the Federal- 
aid systems have been made for any fiscal year, the State highway department of 
any State desiring to avail itself of the benefits of this title shall submit to the 
Secretary for his approval a program or programs of proposed projects for the 
utilization of the funds apportioned. The Secretary shall act upon programs 
submitted to him as soon as practicable after the same have been submitted. 
‘The Secretary may approve a program in whole or in part, but he shall not 
approve any project in a proposed program which is not located upon an approved 
Federal-aid system. 

(b) In approving programs for projects on the Federal-aid secondary system, 
the Secretary shall require, except in States where all public roads and highways 
are under the control and supervision of the State highway department, that such 
projects be selected by the State highway department and the appropriate local 
officials in cooperation with each other. 

(c) In approving programs for projects on the Federal-aid primary system, 
the Secretary shall give preference to such projects as will expedite the com- 
pletion of an adequate and connected system of highways interstate in character. 

(d) In approving programs for projects under this title, the Secretary may 
give priority of approval to, and expedite the construction of, projects that are 
recommended as important to the national defense by the Secretary of Defense, 
or other agency authorized by the President to make such recommendation. 

(e) In approving programs in Hawaii, the Secretary shall give preference to 
such projects as will expedite the completion of highways for the national defense 
or which will connect seaports with units of the national parks. 


PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS, AND ESTIMATES 


Sec. 105. (a) Except as provided in section 111, the State highway department 
shall submit to the Secretary for his approval, as soon as practicable after pro- 
gram approval, such surveys, plans, specifications, and estimates for each pro- 
posed project included in an approved program as the Secretary may require. 
The Secretary shall act upon such surveys, plans, specifications, and estimates as 
soon as practicable after the same have been submitted, and his approval of any 
such project shall be deemed a contractual obligation of the Federal Government 
for the payment of its proportional contribution thereto. «In taking such action, 
the Secretary shall be guided by the provisions of section 106. 

(b) In addition to the approval required under paragraph (a) of this section, 
proposed specifications for projects for construction on the Federal-aid secondary 
system, except in States where all public roads and highways are under the 
control and supervision of the State highway department, shall be determined 
by the State highway department and the appropriate local officials in coopera- 
tion with each other. 

(c) Items included in any such estimate for engineering, except preliminary 
engineering, and inspection costs shall not exceed 10 per centum of the total 
estimated cost of the project, after excluding from such total estimated cost, the 
estimated costs of rights-of-way, preliminary engineering, supervising, and 
inspecting. 

STANDARDS 


Sec. 106. (a) The Secretary shall not approve plans and specifications for 
proposed projects on any Federal-aid system if they fail to provide for a facility 
(1) that will adequately meet the existing and probable future traffic needs and 
conditions in a manner conducive to safety, durability, and economy of main- 
tenance; and (2) that will be designed and constructed in accordance with 
standards best suited to accomplish the foregoing objectives and to conform to 
the particular needs of each locality. 

(b) Projects on the Federal-aid secondary system in which Federal funds 
participate shall be constructed according to specifications that will provide all- 
weather service and permit maintenance at a reasonable cost. 

(c) On any highway project in which Federal funds hereafter participate, or 
on any such project constructed since December 20, 1944, the location, form, and 








‘ 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


character of informational, regulatory, and warning signs, curb and pavement or 
other markings, and traffic signals installed or placed by any public authority or 
other agency, shall be subject to the approval of the State highway department 
with the concurrrence of the Secretary, who is hereby directed to concur only 
in such installations as will promote the safe and efficient utilization of the 
highways. 

(dad) No funds shall be approved for expenditure on any Federal-aid highway, 
or highway affected under title II, unless proper safety protective devices com- 
plying with safety standards determined by the Secretary at Chat time as being 
adequate shall be installed or be in operation at any highway or railroad grade 
crossing on that portion of the highway with respect to which such expenditures 
are to be made 

(e) No funds shall be approved for expenditure on any Federal-aid highway, 
or highway affected by title II, unless proper safety protective devices complying 
with safety standards determined by the Secretary at that time as being adequate 
shall be installed or be in operation at any drawbridge on that portion of the 
highway with respect to which such expenditures are to be made ; 

(f) The Secretary shall not, as a condition precedent to his approval under 
section 105, require any State to acquire title to, or control of, any marginal land 
along the proposed highway in addition to that reasonably necessary for road 
surfaces, median strips, gutters, ditches, and side slopes, and of sufficient width 
to provide service roads for adjacent property to permit safe access at controlled 
locations in order to expedite traflic, promote safety, and minimize roadside 
parking. 

PROJECT AGREEMENTS 


Sec. 107. (a) As soon as practicable after the plans, specifications, and esti 
mates for a specific project have been approved, the Secretary shall enter into a 
formal project agreement with the State highway department concerning the 
construction and maintenance of such project. Such project agreement shall 
make provision for State funds required for the State’s pro rata share of the 
cost of construction of such project and for the maintenance thereof after com 
pletion of construction. 

(b) The Secretary may rely upon any representations made by the State high- 
way department with respect to any arrangements or agreements made by the 
State highway department and appropriate local officials where a part of the 
project is to be constructed at the expense of, or in cooperation with, local sul) 
divisions of the State. 

LETTING OF CONTRACTS 


SEc. 108. (a) The provisions of this section shall not be applicable to contracts 
for projects on the Federal-aid secondary system in those States where the 
Secretary has discharged his responsibility pursuant to section 111. 

(b) A request for the submission of bids for the construction of each project 
on a Federal-aid system, a defense access road, or a public lands highway, unless 
some other method is permitted under the provisions of paragraph (c) of this 
section, shall be made by advertisement in all cases where the construction is to 
be performed by the State highway department or under its supervision. The 
Secretary shall require such plans and specifications and such methods of bidding 
as shall be effective in securing competition. 

(c) Construction of each project, subject to the provisions of paragraph (b) 
of this section, shall be performed by contract awarded by competitive bidding, 
unless the Secretary shall affirmatively find that, under the circumstances 
relating to such project, some other method is in the publie interest. All such 
findings shall be reported promptly in writing to the Committees on Publie Works 
of the Senate and the House of Representatives. 

(d) The Secretary shall require as a condition precedent to his approval of 
each contract awarded by competitive bidding pursuant to paragraph (¢), and 
subject to the provisions of this section, a sworn statement, executed by, or on 
behalf of, the person, firm, association, or corporation to whom such contract is 
to be awarded, certifying that such person, firm, association, or corporation has 
not, either directly or indirectly, entered into any agreement, participated in any 
collusion, or otherwise taken any action in restraint of free competitive bidding 
in connection with such contract. 

(e) No contract awarded by competitive bidding pursuant to paragraph (c), 
and subject to the provisions of this section, shall be entered into by any State 
highway department or local subdivision of the State without compliance with 
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the provisions of this section, and without the prior concurrence of the Secretary 
in the award thereof. 


CONSTRUCTION 


See. 109. (a) The construction of any highways or portions of highways 
located on a Federal-aid system shall be undertaken by the respective State 
highway departments or under their direct supervision. Such construction in 
each State shall be carried out in accordance with its laws, except to the extent 
that such laws may be in conflict with the laws of the United States or the 
regulations made under this Act. Except as provided in section 111, such con- 
struction shall be subject to the inspection and approval of the Secretary, Con- 
struction may be begun as soon as sums are available for expenditure pursuant 
to paragraph (a) of section 112. 

(b) Convict labor shall not be used in such coustruction unless it is labor 
performed by convicts who are on parole or probation. 


MAINTENANCE 


See. 110. (a) It shall be the duty of the State highway department to main- 
tain, or cause to be maintained, any project constructed under the provisions of 
this title or constructed under the provisions of prior Acts. The duty to main- 
tain any such project shall cease when it no longer constitutes a part of a Federal- 
aid system. 

(b) In any State wherein the State highway department is without legal au 
thority to maintain a project constructed on the Federal-aid secondary system, 
or Within a municipality, such highway department shall enter into a formal 
agreement for its maintenance with the appropriate oflicials of the county or 
municipality in which such project is located, 

(c) If at any time the Secretary shall tind that any project constructed under 
the provisions of this title, or constructed under the provisions of prior Acts, is 
not being properly maintained, he shall call such fact to the attention of the 
State highway department. If, within ninety days after receipt of such notice, 
such project has not been put in proper condition of maintenance, the Secretary 
shall withhold approval of further projects of all types in the entire State until 
such project shall have been put in proper condition of maintenance, unless such 
project is subject to an agreement pursuant to paragraph (b) of this section, in 
Which case approval shall be withheld only for secondary or urban projects in 
the county or municipality where such project is located. 


SECONDARY ROAD RESPONSILILITY 


See. 111. (a) The Seeretary may, upon the request of any State highway de- 
partment, discharge his responsibility relative to the plans, specifications, esti- 
mates, surveys, contract awards, design, inspection, and construction of all proj 
ects on the Federal-aid secondary system by his receiving and approving a certi- 
fied statement by the State highway department setting forth that the plans, 
design, and construction for each such project are in accord with those standards 
and procedures which (1) were adopted by such State highway department, (2) 
were applicable to projects in this category, and (3) were approved by him. 

(hb) The Secretary shall not approve such standards and procedures unless 
they are in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (b) of section 104, 
paragraph (b) of section 105, and paragraph (b) of section 106, 

(¢) The foregoing provisions of this section shall not be construed to relieve 
the Secretary of his obligation to make a final inspection of each project after 
construction und to require an adequate showing of the estimated cost of 
coustruction and the actual cost of construction. 


AVAILABILITY OF SUMS APPORTIONED 


Sec. 112. (2) On and after the date that the Secretary has certified to each 
State highway department the sums apportioned to each Federal-aid system or 
part thereof pursuant to an authorization under this Act, or under prior Acts, 
such sums shall be available for expenditure under the provisions of this Act. 

(b) Such sums shall continue available for expenditure in that State for the 
appropriate Federal-aid system or part thereof for a period of two years after 
the close of the fiscal year for which such sums are authorized and any amounts 
so apportioned remaining unexpended at the end of such period shall lapse, 
subject to the conditions that sums for any fiseal year shall be deemed to be 
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expended if a sum equal to the total of the sums apportioned to the State for 
such fiscal year and previous fiscal years is covered by formal project agreements 
providing for the expenditure of funds authorized by each Act which contat 
provisions authorizing the appropriation of funds for Pederalaid highways 
Any Federal-aid highway funds released by the payment of the flnal voucher 
by the modification of the formal project agreement s! ll be credited to the 
same Class of funds, primary, secondary, urban, or interstate, previously apport 
tioned to the State and be immediately available for expenditure 

(c) The total payments to any State shall not at any time during a current 
fiscal year exceed the total of all apportionments to such State in accordance 
with section 102 for such fiscal year and all preceding cul yea! 


FEDERAL SILAREL PAYABLI 


See. 118. (a) Subject to the provisions of paragraph (ec) of this section, the 
Mederal share payable on account of any project, hanced with prinary, second 
ary, or urban funds, on the Federal-aid primary system and the Federal-aid 
secondary system shall not exceed 50 per centum of the cost of construction, 
except that in the case of any State containing unappropriated and unreserved 
publie lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 
per centum of the total area of all lands therein, the Federal share slull be 
increased by a percentage of the remaining cost equal to the percentage that the 
area of all such lands in such State, is of its total area. 

(b) Subject to the provisions of paragraph ce) of thi ection, the Federal 
share payable on account of any project, financed with interstate funds on the 
interstate system shall not exceed 6O per centum of the cost of construction, 
except that in the case of any State containing unappropriated and unreserved 
public lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 
per centum of the total area of all lands therein, the Federal share shall be 
increased by a percentage of the remaining cost equal to the percentage that 
the area of all such lands in such State, is of its total aren 

(c) The Federal share payable on account of any project for the elimination 
of hazards of railWway-highway crossings, as more fully described and subjeet to 
the conditions and limitations set forth in section 121, nay amount to 100) per 
centum of the cost of construction of such projects, except that not more than 
5O per centum of the right-of-way and property damage costs, paid from publi 
funds, on any such project, may be paid from sums apportioned in accordance 
with section 102. Not more than 10 per centum of all the sums apportioned for 
all the Federal-aid systems for any fiscal year in accordance with section 102 
shall be used under this paragraph or under section 121 

(d) The Secretary may rely on a certificate from the Secretary of the Depart 
ment of the Interior certifying as to the area of the lands referred to in para 
graphs (a) and (b) of this section. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized and directed to make such a certificate as of June 30 of each year 

(e) The Federal share payable on account of any repair or reconstruction 
provided for by funds made available under section 117 shall not exceed 50 
per centum of the cost thereof. 

(f) The Secretary is authorized to cooperate with the State highway depart 
ments and with the Department of the Interior in the construction of Federal-aid 
highways within Indian reservations, nontaxable Indian lands, and national 
parks and monuments under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior 
und to pay the amount assumed therefor from the funds apportioned in accordance 
with section 102 to the State wherein the reservations and national parks and 
monuments are located, 


PAYMENT TO STATES FOR CONSTRUCTION 


Sec. 114. (a) The Secretary may, in his discretion, from time to time as the 
work progresses, ake payments to a State for costs of construction incurred by 
it on a project. These payments shall at no time exceed the Federal share of 
the costs of construction incurred to the date of the voucher covering such 
payment. 

(b) After completion of a project in accordance with the plans and specifica 
tions, and approval of the final voucher by the Secretary, a State shall be entitled 
to payment out of the appropriate sums apportioned to it of the unpaid balance 
of the Federal share payable on account of such project. 

(c) No payment shall be made under this title, except for a project located 
on a Federal-aid system and covered by a project agreement. No final payment 
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shall be made to a State for its costs of construction of a project until the com- 
pletion of the construction has been approved by the Secretary following inspec- 
tions pursuant to section 109 (a). 

(d) In making paymenis pursuant to this section, the Secretary shall be 
bound by the limitations with respect to the permissible amounts of such pay- 
ments contained in sections 113 and 121. Payments for engineering, except 
preliminary engineering, and inspection costs on any one project shall not exceed 
the Federal share of 10 per centum of the cost of construction of such project 
after excluding from the cost of construction the costs of rights-of-way, pre- 
liminary engineering, supervising, and inspecting. 

(e) Such payments shall be made to such official or officials or depository as 
may be designated by the State highway department and authorized under the 
laws of the State to receive public funds of the State. 


PAYMENT TO STATES FOR BOND RETIREMENT 


Sec. 115. Any State that shall use the proceeds of bonds issued by the State, 
county, city, or other political subdivision of the State for the construction of 
one or more projects on the Federal-aid primary or interstate system may claim 
payment of any portion of the sums apportioned to it for expenditure on such 
system to aid in the retirement of the principal of such bonds at their maturities, 
to the extent that the proceeds of such bonds have been actually expended in 
the construction of one or more of such projects. Such claim for payment may 
be made only when all of the provisions of this Act have been complied with to 
the same extent and with the same effect as though payment were to be made to 
the State under section 114, instead of this section 115, and the Federal share 
payable shall not exceed the pro rata basis of payment authorized in section 113. 
This section shall not be construed as a commitment or obligation on the part 
of the United States to provide funds for the payment of the principal of any 
such bonds. 

ADVANCES TO STATES 


Sec. 116. If the Secretary shall determine that it is necessary for the expedi- 
tious completion of projects on any of the Federal-aid systems, he may advance 
to any State out of any existing appropriations the Federal share of the cost 
of construction thereof to enable the State highway department to make prompt 
payments for the construction as it progresses. The sums so advanced shall 
be deposited in a special revolving trust fund, by the State official authorized 
under the laws of the State to receive Federal-aid highway funds, to be dis- 
bursed solely upon vouchers approved by the State highway department for 
construction which has been actually performed and approved by the Secretary 
pursuant to this title.. Upon determination by the Secretary that any part of 
the funds advanced to any State under the provisions of this section are no 
longer required, the amount of the advance, which it determined to be in excess 
of current requirements of the State, shall be repaid upon his demand, and such 
repayments shall be returned to the credit of the appropriation from which the 
funds were advanced. Any sums advanced and not repaid on demand shall be 
deducted from sums due to the State for the Federal pro rata share of the 
cost of work done on Federal-aid projects. 


EMERGENCY RELIEF 


Sec. 117. An emergency fund is authorized for expenditure by the Secretary 
in accordance with the provisions of this section. The Secretary may expend 
funds therefrom, after receipt of an application therefor from a State highway 
department, for the repair or reconstruction of highways on any of the Federal- 
aid systems in accordance with the provisions of this title when he shall find 
such highways have suffered serious damage as the result of disaster over a wide 
area, such as by floods, hurricanes, tidal waves, earthquakes, severe storms, land- 
slides, or other catastrophes in any part of the United States. The appropria- 
tion of such moneys, not to exceed $10,000,000, as may be necessary for the 
initial establishment of this fund and for its replenishment on an annual basis 
is hereby authorized. Pending such appropriation or replenishment, the Secre- 
tary may expend from existing appropriations, such sums as may be necessary 
for the immediate prosecution of the work herein authorized, such existing 
appropriations to be reimbursed from the appropriation hereinabove authorized 
when made. No funds shall be expended under the provisions of this section 
with respect to any such catastrophe in any State unless an emergency has been 
declared by the Governor of such State and concurred in by the Secretary. 
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DIVERSION 


Sec. 118. (a) Since it is unfair and unjust to tax motor-vehicle transportation 
unless the proceeds of such taxation are applied to the construction, improve 
ment, maintenance, administration, or operation of highways, an apportionment 
for any fiscal year of the entire sums authorized to be apportioned for that year 
shall not be made to a State that uses during the last preceding annual period 
for which figures are available for the construction, improvement, maintenance, 
or operation of highways and administrative expenses in connection therewith, 
including payments of principal and interest on bonds issued for highway pur- 
poses, a sum, less than the sum that would have been derived from its State 
motor vehicle registration fees, licenses, gasoline taxes, and other special taxes 
on motor-vehicle owners and operators of all kinds, if its laws in eflect on June 
18, 1934, were still in effect. Where actual figures are not available estimates 
on such reasonable basis as may be approved by the Secretary may be used by 
him for the purposes of this section, 

(b) In no case shall the provisions of this section operate to deprive any 
State of more than one-third of the entire apportionment authorized under this 
title to which that State would be entitled in any fiscal year. The amount af 
any reduction in a State’s apportionment shall lapse. 


BYPASS HEARINGS 


Sec. 119. Any State highway department which submits plans for 
aid highway project involving the bypassing of any city or town sha 
the Secretary that it has had public hearings and considered the econo! 
of such a location. 
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CERTAIN TOLL BRIDGES AND TUNNELS 


Sec. 120. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 301, the Secretary may 
permit Federal participation, on the same basis and in the same manner as in the 
construction of free highways under this title, in the construction of any toll 
bridge, toll tunnel, or approach thereto, upon compliance with the cor 


ditions 
contained in this section. Stich bridge, tunnel, or 


approach thereto, must be 
publicly owned and operated. Federal funds may participate in the 
to a toll.bridge or toll tunnel whether such bridge or tunnel is to be or has been 
constructed, or acquired, by the State or other public authority. The State 
highway department or departments must be a party or parties to an agreement 
with the Secretary whereby it or they undertake performance of the following 
obligations: 

(1) All tolls received from the operation of the bridge or tunnel, less the 
actual cost of such operation and maintenance, shall be applied to the re- 
payment to the State or other public authority of all of the costs of con- 
struction of such bridge or tunnel, except that part which was contributed 
by the United States; 

(2) No tolls shall be charged for the use of such bridge or tunnel after 
the State or other public authority shall have been so repaid; and 

(3) After the date of final repayment, the bridge or tunnel shall be 
tained and operated as a free bridge or free tunnel 


approaches 


main- 


RAILWAY-HIGHWAY CROSSINGS 


Sec. 121. (a) Except as provided in paragraphs (c) of section 113 and (b) of 
this section, the entire cost of construction of projects for the elimination of 
hazards of railway-highway crossings, including the separation or 


yrotection 
of grades at crossings 


, the reconstruction of existing railroad grade er 
structures, and the relocation of highways to eliminate grade crossings 
be paid from sums apportioned in accordance with section 102. In any case 
when the elimination of the hazards of a railway-highway crossing can be 
effected by the relocation of a portion of a railway at a cost estimated by the 
Secretary to be less than the cost of such elimination by one of the methods 
mentioned in the first sentence of this section, then the entire cost of such relo- 
cation project, except as provided in paragraph (¢) of section 113 and (1) of 
this section, may be paid from sums apportioned in accordance with section 102 

(b) The Secretary may classify the various types of projects involved in the 
elimination of hazards of railway-highway crossings, and may set for each such 
classification a percentage of the costs of construction which shall be deemed to 
represent the net benefit to the railroad for the purpose of determining the rail 
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road's share of the cost of construction. The percentage so determined shall in 
no case exceed 10 per centum. The Secretary shall determine the appropriate 
classification of each project. 

(c) Any railroad involved in a project for the elimination of hazards of rail 
way highway crossings paid for in whole or in part from sums made available 
for expenditure under this Act, or prior Acts, shall be liable to the United States 
for the net benefit to the railroad determined under the classification of such 
project made pursuant to paragraph (b). Such lability to the United States 
may be discharged by direct payment to the State highway department of the 
State in which the project is located, in which case such payment shall be 
credited to the cost of the project. Such payment may consist in whole or in 
part of materials and labor furnished by the railroad in connection with the 
construction of such project. If any such railroad fails to discharge such 
liability within a six-month period after completion of the project it shall be 
linble to the United States for its share of the cost, and the Secretary shall re 
quest the Attorney General to institute proceedings against such railroad for the 
recovery of the amount for which it is liable under this paragraph. ‘The Attorney 
General is authorized to bring such proceedings on behalf of the United States, 
in the appropriate district court of the United States, and the United States shall 
be entitled in such proceedings to recover such sums as it is considered and 
ndjudged by the court that such railroad is liable for in the premises. Any 
numounts recovered by the United States under this paragraph shall be credited 
to miscellaneous receipts. 


OTHER HIGHWAYS AFFECTED BY THIS ACT 
AUTILORIZATIONS 


Seo, 201. The provisions of this Act shall apply to all unappropriated authori 
zations contained in prior Acts, and also to all unexpended appropriations here 
tofore made, providing for the expenditure of Federal funds on the following 
classes of highways: Forest highways, forest development roads and trails, park 
roads and trails, parkways, Indian reservation roads, public lands highways, and 
defense access roads. All such authorizations and appropriations shall continue 
in full force and effect, but hereafter obligations entered into and expenditures 
made pursuant thereto shall be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


APPORTION MENT 
See, 202, (a) On or before the January 1 next preceding the commencement of 
each fiseal year, the Secretary shall apportion the sums authorized for expendi 
ture for such fiscal year for forest highways in the several States and Alaska, 
according to the area and value of the land owned by the United States within 
the national forests therein, which the Secretary of Agriculture is directed to 
determine and certify to the Secretary from such information, sources, and de 
partments as the Secretary of Agriculture may deem most accurate. 

(b) On or before the January 1 next preceding the commencement of each 
fiscal year, the Secretary of Agriculture shall apportion all sums authorized to 
be appropriated for forest development roads and trails among the several States 
and Alaska, according to the relative needs of the various national forests, taking 
into consideration the existing transportation facilities, value of timber, or other 
resources served, relative fire danger, and comparative difficulties of road and 
trail construction. 

(c) The Secretary shall expend all sums appropriated for expenditure for 
public lands highways among those States having more than 5 per centum of their 
area in unappropriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable Indian lands, or 
other Federal reservations, on the basis of need in such States, respectively, as 
determined by the Secretary upon application of the State highway departments 
of the respective States. Preference shall be given to those projects which are 
located on a Federal-aid system. 


AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 


Sec. 203. (a) Any sums authorized for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1955, 
June 30, 1956, and June 30, 1957, for forest highways, forest development roads 
and trails, park roads and trails, parkways, Indian reservation roads, and public 
lands highways shall be immediately available for contract. Any sums remain- 


ing unexpended for period of two years after the close of the fiscal year for which 
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suthorized shall lapse. The Secretary of the Department charged with the ad 
ministration of such sums is hereby granted authority to incur obligations, ap 
prove projects, and enter into contracts under suc h authorizations and his action 
in doing so shall be deemed a contractual obligation of the United States for the 
payment of the cost thereof and such sums shall be deemed to have been expended 
when so obligated, except that with respect to forest highways, such sums shall 
be deemed to have been expended if a sum equal to the total of the sums appor 
tioned for the State for such fiscal year and previous fiscal years shall have been 
so obligated, and any of such sums released by payment of final vouchers ot 
modification of project agreements shall be credited to the sums previously ap 
portioned for the State for forest highways and be immediately available for 
expenditure. 

(b) Appropriations made pursuant to any authorizations heretofore or here 
after enacted for forest highways shall be considered available to the Secretary 
for the purpose of discharging any obligations created for forest highway projects 
in any State or in Alaska, 

(c) The total expenditures on account of any State or Alaska shall at no time 
exceed the total of its authorized apportionments 


FOREST HIGHWAYS 


Sec. 204. (a) The Secretary shall expend the sums apportioned in accordance 
with paragraph (a) of section 202 for the costs of construction and maintenance 
of forest highways, and in connection therewith may enter into construction con 
tracts and such other contracts with a State, Alaska, or civil subdivision thereof 
as he deems advisable. 

(b) Cooperation of States, counties, or other local subdivisions, may be ac 
cepted but shall not be required by the Secretary. 

(c) Construction estimated to cost $5,000 or more per mile, exclusive of bridges, 
shall be advertised and let to contract. If such estimated cost is less than $5,000 
per mile or if, after proper advertising, no acceptable bid is received or the bids 
ure deemed excessive, the work may be done by the Secretary on his own account 
For such purpose, the Secretary may purchase, lease, hire, rent, or otherwise 
obtain all necessary supplies, materials, tools, equipment, and facilities required 
to perform the work, and may pay wages, salaries, and other expenses for help 
emploved in connection with such work. 

(d) All appropriations for forest highways shall be administered in conformity 
with regulations jointly approved by the Secretary and the Secretary of Agri 
culture. 

(e) The Secretary shall transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture from appro 
priations for forest highways such amounts as may be needed to cover necessary 
administrative expenses of the Forest Service in connection with the forest 
highway program. Appropriations made pursuant to any authorization for 
forest higbways shall be considered available for expenditure by the Secretary 
for necessary administrative and engineering expenses in connection therewith 


FOREST DEVELOPMENT ROADS AND TRAILS 


Sec, 205. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall expend the sums apportioned 
pursuant to paragraph (b) of section 202 for the costs of construction and 
maintenance of forest development roads and trails, and adjacent vehicular 
parking areas, and in connection therewith may enter into construction contracts 
and such other contracts with a State, Alaska, or civil subdivision thereof, and 
issue such regulations, as he deems advisable. 

(b) Cooperation of States, counties, or other local subdivisions, may be ac 
cepted but shall not be required by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) Construction estimated to cost $10,000 or more per mile, exclusive of 
bridges, shall be advertised and let to contract. If such estimated cost is less 
than $10,000 per mile or if, after proper advertising, no acceptable bid is received 
or the bids are deemed excessive, the work may be done by the Secretary of Agri 
culture on his own account. For such purpose, the Secretary of Agriculture 
may purchase, lease, hire, rent, or otherwise obtain all necessary supplies, ma 
terials, tools, equipment, and facilities required to perform the work, and may 
pay wages, salaries, and other expenses for help emploved, in connection with 
such work, 
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PARK ROADS AND TRAILS 


Sec. 206. (a) Sums available for park roads and trails shall be used to cover 
the cost of construction thereof. 

(b) Appropriations for the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of 
park roads shall be administered in conformity with regulations jointly approved 
by the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior. 


PARKWAYS 


Sec. 207. (a) Sums available for parkways shall be used to cover the cost of 
construction thereof, 

(b) Appropriations for the construction of parkways shall be administered 
in conformity with regulations jointly approved by the Secretary and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 

(c) The location of parkways upon public lands, national forests, or other 
Federal reservations, shall be determined by agreement between the department 
having jurisdiction over such lands and the National Park Service. 


INDIAN KESERVATION ROADS 


Sec. 208. (a) Sums available for Indian reservation roads shall be used to 
pay for the cost of construction and maintenance thereof. 

(b) The Secretary shall approve the location, type, and design of all projects 
for Indian reservation roads before any expenditures are made thereon and all 
coustruction thereof shall be under the general supervision of the Secretary. 

(¢) Indian labor may be employed in such construction and maintenance un- 
der such rules and regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS 


Sec. 209. (a) Sums available for public lands highways shall be paid for the 
cost of construction and maintenance thereof, 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to cooperate with the State highway depart 
ments and with the: Secretary of the Department having jurisdiction over the 
particular lands, in the survey, construction, and maintenance of public lands 
highways. 

DEFENSE ACCESS ROADS 


See. 210. (a) The Secretary is authorized out of the sums authorized to be 
appropriated for defense access roads to provide for the construction and mainte- 
nance of, and to pay all or any part of the cost of construction of, defense access 
roads (including bridges, tubes, and tunnels thereon) to military reservations, 
to defense industries and defense industry sites and to the sources of raw ma- 
terials when such roads are certified to the Secretary as important to the na 
tional defense by the Secretary of Defense or such other official as the Presi 
dent may designate, and for replacing existing highways and highway connec 
tions that are shut off from general public use by necessary closures or restric- 
tions at military reservations and defense industry sites. 

(b) Not exceeding $5,000,000 of any funds appropriated under the Act approved 
October 16, 1951 (65 Stat. 422), may be used by the Secretary in areas certified 
to him by the Secretary of Defense as maneuver areas for such construction, 
maintenance, and repair work as may be necessary to keep the highways therein, 
which have been or may be used for training of the Armed Forces, in suitable con- 
dition for such training purposes and for repairing the damage caused to such 
highways by the operations of men and equipment in such training. 

(c) Whenever any project for the construction of a circumferential highway 
around a city or of a radial intracity route thereto submitted by any State 
is certified by the Secretary of Defense, or such other official as the President 
may designate, as being important for civilian or military defense, such project 
may be constructed out of the sums heretofore or hereafter authorized to be 
appropriated for defense access roads. 

(d) The expenditure authoized by this section shall be available without 
regard to apportionment among the several States. 

(e) If the Secretary shall determine that the State highway department of 
any State is unable to obtain possession and the right to enter upon and use 
the required rights-of-way, lands, or interest in lands, improved, or unimproved, 
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required for any project authorized by this section with sufficient promptness, 
the Secretary is authorized to acquire, enter upon, take possession thereof and 
expend funds for projects thereon, prior to approval of tithe by the Attorney 
General, in the name of the United States, such rights-of-way, lands, or interest 
in lands as may be required in such State for such projects by purchase, donation, 
condemnation, or otherwise in accordance with the laws of the United States 
(including the Act of February 26, 1931; 46 Stat. 1421) The cost incurred by 
the Secretary in acquiring any such rights-of-way, lands, or interest in lands 
may include the cost of examination and abstract of tithe, certificate of title, 
advertising, and any fees incidental to such acquisition; and shall be payable 
out of the funds available for paying the cost or the Federal share of the cost of 
the project for which such rights-of-way, lands, or interests in lands are ac 
quired. The Secretary is further authorized and directed by proper deed exe 
cuted in the name of the United States to convey any lands or interest in lands 
acquired in any State under the provisions of prior Acts or of this section to 
the State highway department of such State or to such political subdivision 
thereof as its laws may provide, upon such terms and conditions as may 
agreed upon by the Secretary and the State highway department, or poltical 
subdivisions to which the conveyance is to be made 


PIMBRER ACCESS ROAD TLE ARINGS 


Seo. 211. With respect to any proposed construction of a timber access road, 
advisory public hearings shall be held at a place convenient or adjacent to the 
iren of construction with notice and reasonable opportunity for interested per 
sons to present their views as to the practicability and feasibility of such con 
struction 

INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY 


Sec, 212. (a2) Sums appropriated for the Inter-American Highway shall be 
used to enable the United States to cooperate with the Governments of the 
American Republics situated in Central America—that is, with the Governments 


of the Republics of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, 
and Panama—in the survey and construction of the Inter-American Highway 
within the borders of the aforesaid Republics, respectively Appropriations 
made for such purposes siiall remain available until expended Not to exceed 
one-third of the appropriation authorized for each fiscal year may be exnended 
without requiring the country or countries in which such sums may be expended 
to match any part thereof, if the Secretary of State shall find that the cost of 
constructing said highway in such country or countries will be beyond their 
reasonable capacity to bear. The remainder of such authorized appropriations 
shall be available for expenditure only when matched to the extent required by 
this section by the country in which such expenditure may be made. Expenditures 
from the sums available on a matching basis shall not be made for the survey 
and construction of any portion of said highway within the borders of any country 
named herein unless such country shall provide and make available for 
expenditure in conjunction therewith a sum equal to at least one-third of the 
expenditures that may be incurred by that Government and the United States on 
such portion of the highway. All expenditures by the United States under the 
provisions of this section for material, equipment, and supplies shall, whenever 
practicable, be made for products of the United States or of the country in which 
such survey or construction work is being carried on. Construction work to be 
performed under contract shall be advertised for a reasonable period by the 
Minister of Public Works, or other similar official, of the government concerned 
in each of the participating countries and contracts shall be awarded pursuant 
10 such advertisements with the approval of the Secretary. No part of the 
appropriations authorized shall be available for obligation or expenditure for 
work on said highway in any cooperating country unless the government of 
said country shall have assented to the provisions of this section; shall have 
furnished satisfactory assurances that it has an organization adequately qualified 
to administer the functions required of such country’ under the provisions 
hereof; and then only as such country may submit requests, from time to time, 
for the construction of any portion of the highway to standards adequate to meet 
present and future traffic needs. No part of said appropriations shall be available 
for obligation or expenditure in any such country until the government of that 
country shall have entered into an agreement with the United States which 
shall provide, in part, that said country— 
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(1) will provide, without participation of funds authorized, all necessary 
right-of-way for the coustruction of said highway, which right-of-way shal! 
be of a minimum width where practicable of one hundred meters in rural 
areas and fifty meters in municipalities and shall forever be held tuviolate 
asa part of the highway for public use; 

(2) will not impose any highway toll, or permit any such toll to be 
charged, for use by vehicles or persons of any portion of said highways 
constructed under the provisions of this section: 

(3) will not levy or assess, directly or indirectly, any fee, tax, or other 
charge for the use of said highway by vehicles or persons from the United 
States that does not apply equally to vehicles or persons of such country ; 

(4) will continue to grant reciprocal recognition of vehicle registration 
and drivers’ licenses in accordance with the provisions of the Convention 
for the Regulation of Inter-American Automotive Traffic, which was opened 
for signature at the Pan American Union in Washington on December 15, 
145, and to which such country and the United States are parties, or of 
any other treaty or international convention establishing similar reciprocal 
recognition; and 

(>) Will provide for the maintenance of said highway after its completion 
in condition adequately to serve the needs of present and future trafile 

(b) The survey and construction work authorized by this section shall be 
under the administration of the Secretary, who shall consult with the appropriate 
officials of the Department of State with respect to matters involving the foreign 
relations of this Government, and such negotiations with the governments of 
the American republics named in paragraph (a) of this section as may be 
required to carry out the purposes of this section shall be conducted through, 
or as authorized by, the Department of State, 

(c) The provisions of this section shall not create nor authorize the creation 
of any obligations on the part of the Government of the United States with 
respect to any expenditures for highway construction or survey heretofore or 
hereafter undertaken In any of the countries enumerated in paragraph (a) of 
this section, other than the expenditures authorized by the provisions of this 
section, 

(ad) Approprintions made pursuant to any authorizations heretofore, or here 
after enacted for the Inter-American Highway shall be considered available 
for expenditure by the Secretary for necessary administrative and engineering 
expenses in connection with the Inter-American Highway program. 


KAMA ROAD 


Seo, 218. (a) Recognizing the mutual benefits that will accrue to the Republic 
of Nicaragua and to the United States from the completion of the road from San 
Benito to Rama in said Republic of Nicaragua, the construction of which road 
was begun and partially completed pursuant to an agreement between said 
Republic and the United States, the Secretary is authorized out of the sums 
appropriated for such purposes to provide for the construction of such road. 
Appropriations made for such purposes shall remain available until expended. 
No expenditure shall be made hereunder for the construction of said road until 
n request therefor shall have been received by the Secretary of State from the 
Government of the Republic of Nicaragua nor until an agreement shall have 
been entered into by said Republic with the Secrétary of State which shall pro 
vide, in part, that said Republic 

(1) will provide, without participation of funds authorized under this 
Act, or under prior Acts, all necessary right-of-way for the construction of 
said highway, which right-of-way shall be of a minimum width, where 
practicable, of one hundred meters in rural areas and fifty meters in munici 
palities and shall forever be held inviolate as a part of the highway for 
public use; 

(2) will not impose any highway toll, or permit any such toll to be charged 
for the use of said highway by vehicles or persons ; 

(3) will not levy or assess, directly or indirectly, any fee, tax, or other 
charge for the use of said road by vehicles or persons from the United States 
that does not apply equally to vehicles or persons of such Republic ; 

(4) will continue to grant reciprocal recognition of vehicle registration 
and drivers’ licenses in accordance with the provisions of the Convention 
for the Regulation of Inter-American Automotive Traffic, which was opened 
for signature at the Pan American Union in Washington on December 15, 
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1943, and to which such Republic and the United States are parties; or any 
other treaty or international convention establishing similar reciprocal 
recognition : and 
(5) will maintain said road after ita completion th proper condition ade 
quately to serve the needs of present and future trafic 
(b) The funds appropriated for such purposes shall be available for expendi 
ture in accordance with the terms of this section for the survey and construr 
tion of the said road from San Benito to Rama and for the survey but not for 
the construction of a road from Rama to El Bluff in the Republic of Nicaragua 
without being matched by said Republic, and all expenditures made under the 
provisions of this section for materials, equipment, and supplies shall, whenever 
practicable, be made for products of the United States or of the Republic of 
Nicaragua, 
(¢) The survey and construction work undertaken pursuant to this seetion 
shall be under the general supervision of the Secretary 


TITLE I11-—GENERAL PROVISIONS AND DEFINITIONS 
FREEDOM FROM TOLLA 


See. 801. Except as provided in section 120 with respect to certain toll bridges 
ond toll tunnels, all highways constructed under the provisions of this Act shall 
be free from tolls of all kinds. 


STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 


Seo, 302. (a) Any State desiring to avail itself of the provisions of this Act 
shall have a State highway department which shall have adequate powers, and 
be suitably equipped and organized to discharge to the satisfaction of the Secre 
tary the duties required by this Act, Among other things, the organization shall 
include a secondary road unit, 

(b) The State highway department may arrange with a county or group of 
counties for competent highway engineering personnel suitably organized and 
equipped to the satisfaction of the State highway department, to supervise con 
struction and maintenance on a county-unit or groupunit basis, for the con 
struction of projects on the Federal-aid secondary system, financed with secondary 
funds, and for the maintenance thereof, 


BUREAU ORGANIZATION 


Sec. 308, (2) The Bureau of Public Roads shall continue within the Depart 
ment of Commerce as a primary unit administered by the Commissioner of Public 
Roads, The Secretary shall appoint the Commissioner, and is authorized to 
delegate to him any authority vested in the Secretary by this Act 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to employ such assistants, clerks, and other 
persons in the city of Washington and elsewhere, to be taken from the eligible 
lists of the Civil Service Commission, to rent buildings outside of the city of 
Washington, to purchase such supplies, material, equipment, office fixtures and 
apparatus, to advertise In the city of Washington for work to be performed 
in arenas adjacent thereto, and to incur, and authorize the incurring of, such 
travel and other expense as he may deem necessary for carrying out the fune 
tions under this Act, 

(c) The Seeretary is authorized to procure temporary services in aecordance 
With the provisions of section 15 of the Act of August ¥, 1946 (5 U.S. C., Sha), 
hut at rates for individuals not in excess of $100 per diem 


RESEARCHIE AND PLANNING 


See, 304. (1) The Secretary is authorized in his discretion to engage in research 
on all phases of highway construction, modernization, development, design 
maintenance, safety, financing, and tratiiec conditions, including the effect thereon 
of State laws, and is authorized to test, develop, or assist in the testing and 
developing of any material, invention, patented article, or process. The Secre 
tary may publish the results of such research, The Secretary may carry out 
the authority granted hereby, either independently, or in cooperation with any 
other branch of the Government, State agency, authority, association, institution, 
corporation (profit or nonprofit), or any other organization, or person. The fund 
required to carry out the provisions of this subsection shall be taken out of the 
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administrative and research funds authorized by section 102, The provisions of 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (41 U.S. C., see. 5), shall not 
be applicable to contracts or agreements made under the authority of this sub- 
section. 

(b) The Secretary shall include in the highway research program herein 
authorized studies of economic bighway geometrics, structures, and desirable 
weight and size standards for vehicles using the public highways and of the feusi 
bility of uniformity in State regulations with respect to such standards and he 
shall report from time to time to the Committees on Public Works of the Senate 
and of the House of Representatives on the progress and findings with respect to 
such studies. 

(c) Not to exceed 1% percent of the sums apportioned for any year to any 
State under section 102 shall be available for expenditure upon request of the 
State highway department, with the approval of the Secretary, with or without 
State funds, for engineering and economic surveys and investigations, for the 
planning of future highway programs and the financing thereof, for studies of 
the economy, safety, and convenience of highway usage and the desirable regula 
tion and equitable taxation thereof, and for research necessary ino connection 
with the planning, design, construction, and maintenance of highways and high 
way systems, and the reguiation and taxation of their use 


COOPERATION WITH FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES AND POREIGN COUNTRIES 


See, 305. (a) The Secretary is authorized to peform by contract or otherwise 
authorized engineering or other services in connection with the survey, construc 
tion, maintenance, or improvement of highways for other Government agencies, 
cooperating foreign countries, and State cooperating agencies, and reimbursement 
for such services (which may include depreciation on engineering and road 
building equipment used) shall be credited to the appropriation concerned, 

(b) Appropriations for the work of the Bureau of Public Roads shall be avail 
able for expenses of warehouse maintenance and the procurement, care and 
handling of supplies, materials, and equipment for distribution to projects under 
the supervision of the Bureau of Public Roads, or for sale or distribution to other 
Government agencies, cooperating foreign countries and State cooperating 
agencies, and the cost of such supplies and materials or the value of such equip 
ment (including the cost of transportation and handling) may be reimbursed to 
current applicable appropriations, 


COOPERATION WITH PAN AMERICAN COUNTRIES 


See, $06. The President is authorized to utilize the services of the Bureau of 
Public Roads in fulfilling the obligations of the United States under the 
Convention on the Pan American Highway Between the United States and 
Other American Republics (51 Stat. 152), cooperating with several governments, 
members of the Pan American Union, in connection with the survey and construc 
tion of the Inter-American Highway, and for performing engineering service in 
Pan American countries for and upon the request of any agency or governmental 
corporation of the United States. Not to exceed $100,000 of administrative funds 
available in accordance with paragraph (a) of section 102 shall be available 
annually for the purpose of this section. 


DEFENSE 


Sec. 307. In order to assure that adequate consideration is given to national 
and civil defense aspects in the planning and construction of highways constructed 
with the aid of Federal funds, the Secretary is authorized to consult from time 
to time with the heads of appropriate defense agencies and the Federal Civil 


Defense Administrator relative to the national and civil defense aspects of such 
highways. 


HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS STRATEGICALLY IMPORTANT TO THE NATIONAL DEFENSE 


Sec. 308. Funds made available under paragraph (a) of section 102 may be 
used to pay the entire engineering costs of the surveys, plans, specifications, esti- 
mates, and supervision of construction of projects for such urgent improvements 
of highways strategically important from the standpoint of the national de- 
fense as may be undertaken on the order of the Secretary and as the result of 
request of the Secretary of Defense or such other official as the President may 
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designate. With the consent of a State, funds made available under paragraph 
(b) of section 102 may be used to the extent deemed necessary and advisable by 
the Secretary to carry out the provisions of this section 


DETALL OF ARMY AND NAVY OFFICERS 


Sec, 309. The Secretary of Defense, upon request of the Secretary, is authorized 
to make temporary details to the Bureau of Public Roads of officers of the 
Army and officers of the Navy, without additional compensation, for technical 
advice and for consultation regarding highway needs for the national defense 
Travel and subsistence expenses of officers so detailed shall be paid from appro 
priations available to the Department of Commerce on the same basis as author 
ized by law and by regulations of the Department of Defense for officers of the 
Army and for officers of the Navy. 


HIGIWAY SAFETY OONFERENCI 


Seo. 310. The Secretary is authorized and directed to assist in carrying our 
the action program of the President on highway safety, and to cooperate with 
the State highway departments and other agencies in this program to advance 
the cause of safety on the highways Not to exceed $150,000 out of the ad 
ministrative funds made available in accordance with paragraph (a) of seé 
tion 102 may be expended annually for the purposes of this section 


RELIEF OF EMPLOYERS IN HLAZARDOT WOTKK 


Sec, 811. The Secretary is authorized in an emergency to use appropriations 
for carrying out the provisions of this Act for medical supplies, services, and 
other assistance necessary for the immediate relief of employees of the Bureau 
of Public Roads engaged in hazardous work. 


DETAIL OF EMPLOYEES AS BIUDEN! 


See, 312. During any fiscal year the Secretary is hereby authorized in his 
discretion to detail not to exceed ten of the regularly employed personnel of 
the Bureau of Public Roads as students for limited periods at such technical 
institutions as will enable such personnel to acquire special knowledge which 
will better fit them for the lines of work to which they are assigned No ex 
pense other than the salaries of such personnel and the cost of tuition and other 
regular fees required at such institutions shall be incurred by the Secretary 
under this section. 


RULES, REGULATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Sec, 3138. Except as provided in sections 204 (d), 205 (a), 206 (b), 207 (b), 
and 208 (c), the Secretary is authorized to prescribe and promulgate all need 
ful rules and regulations for the carrying out of the provisions of this Aet ‘The 
Secretary may make such recommendations to the Congre and State highway 
departments as he deems necessary for preserving and protecting the highways 
and insuring the safety of traffic thereon 


CONSENT BY UNITED STATES TO CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY 


Sec. 814. For the purposes of this Act the consent of the United States is 
given to any railroad or canal company to convey to the State highway depart 
ment of any State, or its nominee, any part of its right-of-way or other property 
in that State acquired by grant from the United State 


APPROPRIATION OF PUBLIC LANDS FOR HIGHWAY PURPOSES 


Sec, 315. (a) If the Secretary determines that any part of the public lands 
or reservations of the Uuited States is reasonably necessary for the right-of-way 
of any highway, or as a source of materials for the construction or maintenance 
of any such highway adjacent to such lands or reservations, the Secretary 
shall file with the Secretary of the Department supervising the administration 
of such land or reservation a map showing the portion of such lands or reserva- 
tions which it is desired to appropriate. 

(b) If within a period of four months after such filing, the Secretary of such 
Department shall not have certified to the Secretary that the proposed appropria 
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tion of such land or material is contrary to the publle interest or Inconsistent 
with the purposes for which such land or materials have been reserved, or shall 
have agreed to the appropriation and transfer under conditions which he deems 
necessary for the adequate protection and utilization of the reserve, then such 
land and materials may be appropriated and transferred to the State highway 
departinent, or its nominee, for such purposes and subject to the conditions so 
specified, 

(c) If at any time the need for any such lands or materials for such purposes 
shall no longer exist, notice of the fact shall be given by the State highway 
department to the Seeretary and such lands or materials shall immediately 
revert to the control of the Secretary of the Department from which they had 
been appropriated 

(a) The provisions of this seetion shall apply only to projects constructed on 
a Federalaid system or under the provisions of tithe IL, 


HIGHWAY RELOCATION DUE TO ATHPORT 


See, 316. Federal highway funds shall not be used for the reconstruction or 
relocation of any highway giving access to an airport constructed or extended 
after December 20, 1944, or for the reconstruction or relocation of any highway 
which bas been or may be closed or the usefulness of which has been or may be 
impaired by the location or construction of any airport constructed or extended 
after December 20, 1044, unless, prior to such construction or extension, as the 
case may be, the State highway department and the Seeretary have concurred 
with the offlelals in charge of the airport that the location of such airport on 
extension thereof and the consequent reconstruction or relocation of the hichway 
are in the public interest, 

LANDSCAPING 


Seo, S17. The construction of highways by the States with sums apportioned 
in aecordance with seetion 102 may include such rondside and landscape develop 
ment, Including such sanitary and other facilities as may be deemed rensonably 
necessary to provide for the suitable accommodation of the publie, all within 
the highway right-of-way and adjacent publicly owned or controlled rest and 
recreational areas of limited size and with provision for convenient and safe 
aceess thereto by pedestrian and vehicular traffic, as may be approved by the 
Secretary, Such construction likewise may include the purchase of such adjacent 
strips of land of limited width and primary importance for the preservation of 
the natural beauty through which highways are constructed, as miay be approved 
by the Secretary, Not to exceed 3 per centim of such sums, apportioned to a 
State ino any fiseal year in accordance with seetion 102, may be used by it for 
the purchase of such adjacent strips of land without being matched by such State 


AVAILATHILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS 


See. SUS. The appropriations heretofore and hereafter made for the purpose 
of carrying out the provisions of prior Acts and of this Act shall be available for 
the purpose of discharging the contractual obligations created under the provi 
sions of this Act, and prior Acts, 


GREAT RIVER KROAD 


Sree, SIO. To expedite the interstate planning and coordination of a con 
tinuous Great River Road and appurtenances thereto traversing the Mississippi 
Valley from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico in general conformity with the provi 
sions of this Act and with the recommended plan set forth in the joint report 
submitted to the Congress November 28, 1951, by the Secretary and the Seeretary 
of the Interior, pursuant to the Act of August 24, 1940 (Public Law 262, Bichty 


Dewy 


first Congress), the Secretary may expend not to exceed $250,000 from adminis 


awl 


trative funds, made available in accordance with paragraph (a) of section Loz 


REIDGES ON FEDERAL DAMS 


Sro. 320. (a) Bach executive department, independent establishment, office, 
board, bureau, commission, authority, administration, corporation wholly owned 
or controlled by the United States, or other agency of the Government of the 
United States, hereinafter collectively and individually referred to as “ageney,” 
which on or after July 20, 1946, has Jurisdiction over and custody of any dam 
constructed or to be constructed and owned by or for the United States, is 
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nuthorized, with any funds available to it, to design and construct any such datw 
in such manner that it will constitute and serve as a suitable and adequate 
foundation to support a public highway bridge upon and across such dam, and 
to design and construct upon the foundation thus provided a public highway 
bridge upon and across such dam, The highway department of the State tn 
which such dam shall be located, Jointly with the Secretary, shall first determine 
and certify to such agency that such bridge is economically desirable and needed 
as a link in the State or Federalaid highway systems, and shall request sueh 
agency to design and construct such dam so that it will serve as a suitable 
and adequate foundation for a public highway bridge and to design and construct 
such public highway bridge upon and across such dam, ond shall agree to 
reimburse such agency pursuant to paragraph (dad) for any additional costs 
which it may be required to incur because of the design and construction of sueh 
dam so that it will serve as a foundation for a public highway bridge and for 
any expenditures which it taay find it necessary to make in designing and con 
atructing such public highway bridge upon and across such dam In no case 
shall the design and construction of a bridge upon and across any such dam 
be undertaken hereunder except by the ageney having Jurisdiction over and 
custody of the dam, acting directly or through contractors employed by it, and 
after such agency shall determine that it will be structurally feasible and will 
not interfere with the proper functioning and operation of the dam 

(b) Construction of nny bridge upon and across any dam pursuant to this 
section shall not be commenced unless and until the State tn which such bridwe is 
to be located, or the appropriate subdivision of sueh State, shall enter inte 
an agreement with such ageney and with the Secretary to construet, or case 
to be constructed, with or without the aid of Federal funds, the approach roads 
necessary to connect such bridge with existing public highways and to maintain, 
or cause to be maintained, such approach roads from and after their completion 
Such agreement may also provide for the design and construction of sieh bridwe 
upon and across the dam by such agency of the United States and for reimbursing 
such agency the costs incurred by it in the design and construction of the bridge 
as provided in paragraph (d) hereof. Any such agency is hereby authorized to 
convey to the State, or to the appropriate subdivision thereof, without cost, such 
ensements and rights-of-way in its custody or over lands of the United States in 
its custody and control as may be necessary, convenient, or proper for the loen 
tion, construction, and maintenance of the approach roads referred to in this 
section, including such roadside parks or recreational areas of limited size as may 
be deemed necessary for the accommodation of the traveling public. Any bridge 
constructed pursuant to this section upon and across a dam in the custody and 
jurisdiction of any ageney of the United States, including such portion thereof 
if any, as may extend beyond the physical limits of the dam, shall constitute and 


remain a part of said dam and be maintained by the agency, Any such aweney 
may enter into any such contracts and agreements with the State or its subd 


visions respecting public use of any bridge so located and constructed as may be 
deemed appropriate, but no such bridge shall be closed to publie use by the 
agency except in cases of emergency or when deemed necessary in the interest 
of national security. 

(ce) All costs and expenses incurred and expenditures made by any agency 
in the exercise of the powers and authority conferred by this seetion Cbut not 
including any costs, expenses, or expenditures which would have been required 
in any event to satisfy a legal road or bridge relocation obligation or to meet 
operating or other agency needs) shall be recorded and kept separate and 
apart from the other costs, expenses, and expenditures of such ageney, and 
no portion thereof shall be charged or allocated to flood control, navigation, 
irrigation, fertilizer production, the national defense, the development of power, 
or other program, purpose, or function of such agency 

(d) Not to exceed $10,000,000 of any money heretofore or hereafter appropri 
ated for expenditure in accordance with the provisions of this Aet or prior 
Acts shall be available for expenditure by the Seeretary in accordance with 
the provisions of this section, as an emergency fund, to reimburse any agency 
for any additional costs or expenditures which it may be required to incur 
because of the design and construction of any such dam so that it will con 
stitute and serve as a foundation for a public highway bridge upon and acros 
such dam and to reimburse any such agency for any costs, expenses, or ex 
penditures which it may be required to make.in designing and constructing any 
such bridge upon and across a dam in accordance with the provisions of thi 
section, except such costs, expenses, or expenditures as would have been required 
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of such agency in any event to satisfy a legal obligation to relocate a highway 
or bridge or to meet operating or other agency needs, and there is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated any sum or sums necessary to reimburse the funds so 
expended by the Secretary from time to time under the authority of this sec- 
tion. Of each bridge constructed upon and across a dam under the provisions 
of this section, there may be tinanced wholly with Federal funds that portion 
thereof which is located within the physical limits of the masonry structure, 
or structures, of the dam, and the Secretary shall in his sole discretion deter- 
mine what additional portion of the bridge, if any, may be so financed, such 
determination to be final and conclusive. The remainder of the bridge, and 
any necessary related approach roads, shall be financed by the State or its 
appropriate subdivision, with or without the aid of Federal funds; but said 
portion of the bridge so financed by the State or its subdivisions, including such 
portion thereof, if any, as may extend beyond the physical limits of the dam, 
shall nevertheless be designed and constructed solely by the agency having 
custody and jurisdiction of the dam as provided in paragraph (a) of this 
section. 

(e) In making, reviewing, or approving the design of any bridge or approach 
structure to be constructed under this section, the agency shall, in matters 
relating to roadway design, loadings, clearances and widths, and traffic safe- 
guards, give full consideration to and be guided by the standards and advice 
of the Secretary. 

(f) The authority conferred by this section shall be in addition to and not 
in limitation of authority conferred upon any agency by any other law, and 
nothing in this section contained shall affect or be deemed to relate to any bridge, 
approach structure, or highway constructed or to be constructed by any such 
agency in furtherance of its lawful purposes and requirements or to satisfy 
a legal obligation incurred independently of this section. 
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REPEAT, OF PRIOR ACTS 


See. 821. The following Acts and portions of Acts cited by reference to the % 
Statutes at Large, except for the provisions and sections hereinafter excepted, 3 
are hereby repealed: : 

1. Act of July 11, 1916 (39 Stat., ch. 241, p. 855). 4 

2. Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 of Act of February 2S, 1919 (40 Stat., ch. 69, p. ; 
1189 at 1200-1202). 5 

3. Act of November 9, 1921 (42 Stat., ch. 119, p. 212). : 

4. Section 4 of Act of June 19, 1922 (42 Stat., ch. 227, p. 652 at 660-661). i 

5 Section 1 of Act of March 10, 1924 (48 Stat., ch. 46, p. 17). 5 

6. Act of February 12, 1925 (48 Stat., ch. 219, p. S89). 

7. Act of June 22, 1926 (44 Stat., ch. G48, p. T60). 

8. Act of March 38, 1927 (44 Stat., ch, 3870, p. 1398). 

%. Act of May 21, 1928 (45 Stat., ch. 660, p. 683). 

10. Act of May 26, 1928 (45 Stat., ch. 755, p. 750). 

i 11. Act of April 4, 1980 (46 Stat., ch. 105, p. 141). > 
12. Act of May 5, 1980 (46 Stat., ch. 226, p. 261). . 
18. Act of June 24, 1980 (46 Stat., ech. 593, p. 805). 
14. Act of February 20, 1981 (46 Stat., eh. 231, p. 1178) j 
~ Act of February 28, 1931 (46 Stat., ch. 288, p. 1415). 


6. Section 304 of Act of July 21, 1982 (47 Stat., ch. 520, p. 709 at 722). 


bow 

17. Paragraph (g) of section 204 of Act of June 16, 1988 (48 Stat., ch. 90, p. 
195 at 204). 

18. Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat., ch. 586, p. 998). 

1). Act of June 16, 1986 (49 Stat., ch. 582, p. 1519). 

20. Act of June 28, 1986 (49 Stat., ch. 730, p. 1891). 

21. Act of June 8, 1988 (52 Stat., ch. 828, p. 683), except the following pro- 
vision: Section 4 thereof. 
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22. Act of July 19, 1989 (538 Stat. ch. 328, p. 1066). 
23. Act of September 5, 1940 (54 Stat., ch. 715, p 867). 
24. Act of November 19, 1941 (55 Stat., ch.474, p. 765). 

or 


25. Act of July 2, 1942 (56 Stat., ch. 474, p. 562). 

26. Act of July 18, 1943 (57 Stat., ch. 236, p. 560), except the following pro- 
vision: Paragraph (a) of section 7 thereof, 

27. Act of April 4, 1944 (58 Stat., ch. 164, p. 189). 

28. Act of December 20, 1914 (58 Stat., ch. 626, p. 838). 

29. Act of July 31, 1945 (59 Stat., ch. 333, p. 507). 
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30. Act of July 29, 1946 (60 Stat., ch. 694, p. TOO) 

SL. Act of June 21, 1947 (61 Stat., ch. 114, p. 136) 

82. Act of June 29, 1948 (62 Stat., ch. 732, p. 1105) 

33. Act of September 7, 1950 (64 Stat, 785), except the following provision: 
The first sentence of section 9 to the word “Provided”. 

34. Act of October 15, 1951 (65 Stat., ch. 501, p 421), except the following 
provision: Section 1 thereof, 

Bo. Act of October 16, 1951 (65 Stat., ch, 507, p. 422). 

36. Act of June 25, 1962 (66 Stat., ch. 462, p. 1558), except the follawing pro 
visions: 

(a) The first two paragraphs of section 1; 

(b) The first sentence of section 2; 

(c) In section 8 in the first sentence the following words: “For the purpose 
of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal Hizhway Act (42 
Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum of $22,500,000 for the fiscal 
vear ending June 30, 1954, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955; and (2) for forest development roads and trails the sum of $22,500,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955." ; 

(d) In paragraph (a) of section 4 the following words: “For the construction, 
reconstruction, and improvement of ronds and trails, inclusive of necessary 
bridges, in national parks, monuments, and other areas administered by the 
National Park Service, including areas authorized to be established as national 
parks and monuments, and national park and monument approach roads au 
thorized by the Act of January 81, 19381 (46 Stat. 1053), as amended, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1955," : 

(e) In paragraph (b) of section 4 the following words: “For the con 
struction, reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of parkways au- 
thorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in the United 
States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,00,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955." 

(f) In paragraph (c) of section 4 the following words: “For the con- 
struction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reservation roads and 
bridges and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian reservations and 
Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 26, 1928 (45 Stat 
750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955." ; 

(gz) In the first sentence of section 5 the following words: “Recognizing the 
mutual benefits that will accrue to the Republic of Nicaragua and to the United 
States from the completion of the road from San Benito to Rama in said 
Republic of Nicaragua, the construction of which road was begun and partially 
colupleted pursuant to an agreement between said Republic and the United 
States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated $2,000,000 for the fiseal 
vear ending June 30, 1954, for the construction of such road, to be available 
until expended.” ; 

(h) The first sentence of section 6; 

(i) The first sentence of section 7 and the second sentence of section 7 to 
the word “Provided”: and 

(j) In section 8 the following words: “For the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of section 10 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the survey, construction, 
reconstruction, and maintenance of main roads through unappropriated or 
unreserved public lands, nontaxable Indian lands, or other Federal reservations 
the sum of $2,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, to remain available 
until expended,” 

37. Act of May 6, 1954 (G8 Stat., ch. 181, p. 70), except the following provisions : 

(a) The first two paragraphs of section 1; 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (a) of section 2; 

(c) The first sentence of section 8 to the word “Provided” ; 
> (d) Section 4 to the word “Provided” ; 

(e) Section 5; 

(f) The first sentence of section 7; 

(h) Section 8 to the word “Provided” ; 

(i) Section 18; and 

(}) Section 22. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF THIS ACT 





See, $22. (a) If any section, paragraph, or other provision of this Act or the 4 
application thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder 3 
of this Act and the application of such section, paragraph, or other provision % 
to other persons or circumstances: shall not be affected thereby. 4 


(b) Whenever in this Act the singular is used, it shall be deemed also to in 
clude the plural if the context so requires. 

(c) Whenever in this Act reference is made to an apportionment “in accord 
ance with section 102” it shall be deemed to include unexpended apportionments 
made under prior Acts. 


SAVINGS CLAUBE 


See, 823. Any rights or liabilities now existing under prior Acts or portions 
thereof shall not be affected by the repeal of such prior Acts or portions thereof 
under section 821. 

DEFINITIONS 

Seo. 824. As used in this Act, unless the context requires otherwise 3 
(a) The term “construction” means the supervising, inspecting, actual build a 
jing, or rebuilding of a highway, or portion thereof. $ 

(b) The term “cost of construction” means all expenses of, and incidental to, j 
the construction of a highway or portion thereof, including, without limiting the 
generality of the foregoing, the planning, locating, and designing, the acquisition 
of rights-of-way, and the elimination of hazards of railway-highway crossings. 

(c) The term “county” includes corresponding units of government under 
any other name in States which do not have county organizations, and likewise ’ 
in those States in which the county government does not have jurisdiction over 
highways it may be construed to mean any local government unit vested with 
jurisdiction over local highways. 

(d) The term “forest road” means a highway wholly or partly within or 
adjacent to and serving the national forests. 

(e) The term “forest development roads and trails” means those forest roads 
or trails of primary importance for the protection, administration and utiliza 
tion of the national forests, or where necessary, for the use and development 
of the resources upon which communities within or adjacent to the national ‘ 
forests are dependent. 

(f) The term “forest highway” means a forest road which is of primary 
importance to tue States, counties, or communities within, adjoining, or adja 
cent to the national forests, 

w) (1) The term “highway” means a public way for purposes of vehicular 
travel and includes roads, streets, parkways, the entire area within a right-of- 
way, bridges, railroad-grade separations, tunnels, drainage structures, signs, 
guard rails, footpaths, and protective structures. Without limiting the gener- 
ality of the foregoing, it includes that portion of any interstate or international 
bridge or tunnel and the approaches thereto, the cost of which is assumed by 
a State highway department, including such facilities as may be required by the 
United States Customs and Immigration Services in connection with the opera- 
tion of an international bridge or tunnel. 

(2) The term “Federal-aid highways” means highways located on one of the 
Federal-aid systems described in section 1038. 

(h) The term “Indian reservation road” means a highway located within an 
Indian reservation or to provide access to an Indian reservation or Indian land, 
and not on a Federal-aid system, 

(i) The term “maintenance” means the preservation of the entire highway, 
including surface, shoulders, roadsides, structures, and such uniform. trattic- 
control devices as are necessary for its safe and efficient utilization. 

(j) The term “park roads and trails’ means those highways or trails, in 
cluding the necessary bridges, located in national parks or monuments, now 
or hereafter established, or in other areas administered by the National Park 
Service of the Department of the Interior (excluding parkways authorized by 
Acts of Congress) and also including approach roads to national parks or monu- 
ments authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 1053), as amended. 

(k) The term “parkway”, as used in title 11, means a parkway authorized 
by an Act of Congress on lands to which title is vested in the United States. 


(1) The term “prior Acts’ means those Acts enumerated in section 321 of 
this Act. 
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(m) The term “project” means an undertaking to construct a particular por 
tion of a highway, or if the context so implies, the particular portion of a high 
Way so constructed. 

(n) The term “project agreement” means the formal instrument to be exe 
cuted by the State highway department and the Secretary as required by the 
provisions of paragraph (a) of section 107, 

(o) The term “public lands highways” means main highways through unap 
propriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable Indian lands, or other Federal 
reservations, 

(p) The term “rural areas’ 
ureas, 

(q) The term “Secretary” means Secretary of Commerce. 

(r) The term “State” means any one of the forty-eight States, the District 
of Columbia, Hawaii, or Puerto Rico. 

(s) The term “State funds” includes for the purposes of this Act funds raised 
under the authority of the State or any political or other subdivision thereof, 
and made available for expenditure under the direct control of the State highway 
department. 

(t) The term “State highway department” means that department, commis 
sion, board, or official of any State charged by its laws with the responsibility 
for highway construction. 

(u) The term “Federal-aid system” means any one of the Federal-aid highway 
systems described in section 103. 

(v) The term “Federal-aid primary system” means the Federal-aid highway 
system described in paragraph (b) of section 103. 

(w) The term “Federal-aid secondary system” means the Federal-aid highway 
system described in paragraph (c) of section 1038. 

(x) the term “interstate system” means the national system of interstate 
highways described in paragraph (d) of section 108. 

(y) The term “urban area’ means an area including and adjacent to a 
municipality or other urban place having a population of five thousand or more, 
aus determined by the latest available Federal census, within boundaries to be 
fixed by a State highway department subject to the approval of the Secretary 


means all areas of a State not included in urban 


Senator Gore. The committee meeting was called for the purpose of 
considering S. 1048 and such other Federal-aid highway bills as might 
be pending before the committee at this time. 

At the time I announced the hearing I fully expected that the ad- 
ministration proposal would be before the committee at this time. It 
has not yet been presented but I understand it will be shortly. 

This is the first time I have been privileged to preside over a Senate 
subcommittee. I particularly solicit the ‘help of each one of you in 
the conduct of this hearing and in arriv ing at sound highway legisla- 
tion to meet the challenge of transportation problems. He retofore 
the Federal-aid highway “bills have never been regarded as political. 
[ surely hope that they never will be so regarded. 

The committee will accept and desires all of the assistance possible 
in arriving at the best — highway legislation for which the 
country is able to pay. lo start the hearing I wrote a letter to Secre- 
tary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks, inviting him tto be the first witness. 
I also requested the reports which the Federal-aid Highway Act of 
1954 required the Secretary to submit to the committee. He said they 
are not quite ready yet. I will read his letter : 

This is in reply to your letter of February 14, 1955, inviting me to testify at 
hearings on February 21, 1955, on S. 1048, and other Federal-aid highway bills 
which may be pending before your committee at that time. 

Your invitation is greatly appreciated, and I regret that other matters will 
require me to be absent from the city on the date of the hearing. I am, there- 
fore, asking Mr. F. V. du Pont, a former Commissioner of the Bureau of Public 


Roads and now assigned to my office as a special assistant, and Mr. C. D. Curtiss, 
present Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads, to appear in my behalf. 
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Without objection the full letter will be printed in the record. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, | do not intend to object but | reserve 
™ right to object. I do this to determine whether or not the letter 

‘arries a response to the directive which was placed upon the Depart- 
mont of Commerce in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of L954. 

Senator Gore. It does. 1 will read the full letter if you would like. 

Senator Case. 1 would like to have the statement read which gives 
the reason, if there is any, for the delay in the report which the Secre- 
tary of Commerce was directed to make by February 1, 1955, 

Senator Gore. L will, at the suggestion of Senator Case, read the full 
letter. It is dated February 16, 1955. | Reading :| 


With respect to your request that your conmittee be furnished with the reports, 
studies, and recommendations provided by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 
prior to the hearings on February 21, L regret to say that all of such reports, 
studies, and recommendations will not be available at that time. 

As you know, a draft bill for a Federal-Aid Highway Act was submitted to your 
committee on December 30, 1954, pursuant to section 12 of the Federal-Aid High 
way Act of 1954. It has not been possible, however, to complete the studies au- 
thorized by sections 11 and 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 194, relating 
to the problems posed by relocation and reconstruction of public utilities serv- 
ices resulting from highway improvements, and to all phases of highway tinancing, 
respectively. These latter reports required the collection of extensive data from 
State highway departments, public utilities, and utility regulatory agencies in all 
ports of the country, and the preparation of numerous statistical analyses, maps, 
charts, and diagrams. Completion of the reports haus also been delayed by the 
demands made by the President's Advisory Committee on a National Highway 
Provram and the Governor’s Conference on the staff of the Research Depart- 
ment of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

As soon ?s it became apparent that it would not be possible to complete the 
reports Within the time designated by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, re- 
quests for extensions of time were submitted to the Vice President of the Senate 
and the Sneaker of the House of Representatives. The Committee on Public 
Works of the House has granted a 60-day extension of time for submission of the 
reports. 

Please be assured that every effort is being made to transmit these reports to 
the Congress as soon as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I want to place in the record at this 

point sections 11, 12, and 18 of the Highway Act of 1954. Without 
reeding them in detail, section 11 is the one which directs the Secre- 
tary of C ommerce to make a study in cooperation with the State 
highway departments and other partisan interests of the problems 
posed by the relocation and reconstruction of public utility services. 

Section 12 is the section which directed the § Secretary of Com- 
merce to transmit to the committees not later than December 31, 1954, 
a suggested draft of a bill or bills for a Federal Highway Act. 

Senator Gere. Would you mind reading it? It is not long? 

Senator Casr. No. | Reading :] 


Src, The Secretary of Commerce is hereby directed to make a study in 
coop see With the State highway departments and other parties in interest 
re'ative to the problems posed by necessary relocation and reconstruction of 
public utilities services resulting from highway improvements authorized under 
this Act. Among other things, such a study shall include a review and financial 
analysis of existing relationships between the State highway departments and 
affected utilities of all types, and a review of the various State statutes regu- 
lating existing relationships, to the end that a full and informative report may 


be made to the President for transmittal to the Congress of the United States 
not later than February 1, 1955. 
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Sec, 32. The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to transmit 
to the Committees on Public Works of the Senate and of the House of Repre 
sentatives not later than December 31, 1954, a suggested draft of a bill or bills 
for a Federal Highway Act, which will include such provisions of existing law 
and such changed or new provisions as the Secretary deems advisable. The 
Secretary shall also submit a report commenting on the draft of bill or bills, 
which shall include specific reference to each change in, or omission of, any 
provision of existing law. 

That is section 12 of the act we passed last ye: I might remind 
the committee that that section was incorpor: sted "it etea the de- 
ve — nt of testimony that our highway legislation had become mor 
or less a hodgepodge of amendments and that there are diflicultie 
in administering the law from the viewpoint of the Secretary of 
Commerce or the Bureau of Public Roads; that they had been com 
pe ‘lled to rely upon Solicitor’s opinions to reconcile conflict or over 
lappings. So we thought last year that we should have a compr 
hensive decodification of the highw: ay laws. Section 12 was a result 
of that. 

With respect to section 13, I had introduced a resolution, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 21, on the 20th of March, 1953—that w 
the year before the 1954 act was adopted which propos ed that » 
joint committee be appointed consisting of 5 members from the 
Senate, 5 from the House, both to come from the Committee on Public 
Works, that would be authorized and directed to inquire into the 
methods currently used and the sources from which funds are now 
prov ided for finane ing highway construction, maintenance, and opera 
tion as now authorized by Federal, State, and local laws, practices arid 
procedures, including toll roads, and an appraisal of the adequacy or 
inadequacy of the present financing to meet the highway needs of the 
public national defense and safety, and to report its findings thereon 
with a recommendation to the ¢ ‘ongress at the earliest pract icable date 
and so forth. 

Following the introduction of that, the House committee indi- 
cated that it would not care to go into a joint study, so we incorporated 
in the Highway Act of 1954 section 13, which proposed such a study 
by the Secretary of Commerce. It is not long, and it reads: 

Sec, 18. The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to make a 
comprehensive study of all phases of highway financing, including a study 
of the costs of completing the several systems of highways in the several States 
and of the progress and feasibility of toll roads with particular attention to 
the possible effects of such toll roads upon the Federal-aid highway programs, 
and coordination thereof, and to make a report of his findings including recom- 
mendations with respect to Federal participation in toll roads, to be submitted 
to the Congress not later than February 1, 1955: Provided, That not to exceed 
$100,000 from funds available for administrative expenses shall be expended 
for the purpose of this section, 

You have indicated that in this letter from the Secretary of Com- 
merce he stated that a request had been made for an extension of time 
for the filing of those reports, that that had been communicated in a 
letter to the Speaker of the House and to the Vice President as the 
presiding officer of the Senate. Has any action been taken by the Sen- 
ate or by the Senate Committee on Public Works with regard to this 
request for a delay in that report ? 

Senator Gore, 1 do not believe so. The Secretary says that the 
House committee granted the extension he requested, but if any 
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action has been taken by the Senate Public Works Committee I am 
not aware of it. 

Senator Case. I would like to point out that the request for this 
study originated in the Senate; that it had its basis in this concurrent 
resolution which I introduced. Section 13 was in the bill as a result 
of the action developed in this committee. It is a little odd if the request 
for an extension of time can be acted upon by the House committee 
and have it regarded as granting that extension of time if the matter 
is never even brought up to the Senate committee where the original 
call for the report was developed. 

Senator Gore. I might read the paragraph of my letter which re- 
quested this information. This is my letter to Secretary Weeks, in- 
viting him to appear before the committee : 

Dear Mr. Seckerary: Senator Chavez, chairman of the Senate Committee on 


Public Works, has appointed me Chairman of the Subcommittee on Public 
Roads, and has asked me to conduct hearings on proposed Federal highway 
legislation, 

On February 11, I introduced Senate bill 1048, which, as you will see from 
the attached copy, amends and expands the present road program. Hearings 
on this bill and other Federal highway bills that may be pending before the 
committee at that time, will begin at 10 a. m. on Monday, February 21. 

Due to your legal responsibilities in connection with the Bureau of Public 
Roads, I extend you an invitation to be the first witness before the subcommittee, 
at 10 a.m. on February 21. Your early advice in this regard will be appreciated. 

Meanwhile, the committee would appreciate the earliest possible submission 
by you of the reports, studies, and recommendations provided by the Federal 
Highway Act of 1954. I am sure you appreciate our desire to study these 
recommendations prior to the hearing on February 21. 


Senator Case. What isthe date of the letter ? 

Senator Gore. February 14. 

Senator Case. Did the committee receive, by reference, the letter 
to the Vice President ? 

Senator Gore. I have that letter which has been furnished to the 
committee. I will without objection place that in the record. 

Senator Casr. What is the date of that letter? 

Senator Gore. January 31, and that is the exact date on which the 
law requires that they be submitted to the committee. 

Senator Cask. What action was taken on that letter ? 

Senator Gore. I do not know that any action was taken on that 
letter. The clerk of the committee informs me that there has been 
no action taken. 

Senator Case. Was it referred to this committee ? 

Senator Gore. It has been referred to this committee. Just when 
I did not know. Without objection, the letter of Secretary Weeks to 
the Vice President will also be placed in the record. I will be glad 
to submit it for your examination. The letter is as follows: 


JANUARY 31, 1955. 

Dear Mr. Vice PRESIDENT: Sections 11 and 13 of the Federal Aid Highway 
Act of 1954 (Public Law 350, 83d Cong., ch. 181, 2d sess.) authorize and direct 
the Secretary of Commerce to make studies of the problems posed by relocation 
and reconstruction of public utilities services resulting from highway improve- 
ments, and of all phases of highway financing, reports on such studies to be 
submitted to the Congress not later than February 1, 1955. 

Preparation of these reports has required the collection of data from State 
highway departments, public utilities, and utility regulatory agencies in every 
part of the country. It was first necessary to carefully plan collection of data 
on a uniform basis, explain the plan to cooperators, allow them considerable 
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time to consider the problems involved, and assemble a large mass of statistical 
information relating to many thousands of miles of highway In preparation 
of the report regarding utilities it has been necessary to review the pertinent 
laws of each of the States and also to make a study of court decisions under 
them. In some instances it has been necessary to engage in lengthy correspond 
ence, and discussion to eliminate inconsistencies and report data uniformly 

The data have been received and tabulated and are now being analyzed 
by the Bureau of Public Roads. Various statistical analyses, maps, charts, 
and diagrams required for an informative report are in preparation but have 
not been completed. 

It is our desire to submit fully adequate reports on the important public 
questions assigned to us. It is requested, therefore, that the time for sub 
mission of the reports be extended 60 days beyond February 1, 1955. We will 
however, make every effort to submit the reports at the earliest possible date 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER WILLIAMS, 
Acting Secretary of Commerce 


Senator Gore. | dare say Mr. du Pont will have a statement on 
this when he appears. 

I would like to also place in the record two tables which Com- 
missioner Curtiss has submitted for the record. One table shows 
the allocation to the various States and Territories under the present 
law; the other table shows the allocation to the various States ard 
‘Territories under S. 1048. 

(The tables referred to above are as follows :) 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think that I had reserved the right 
to object to the introduction of the first letter although I stated that 
I was not going to object. I withdraw the reservation of objection 
and have no objection to the incorporation of these other letters. | 
do think we should have some statement as to why this request to the 
committee was not submitted to the committee, was not brought to 
the attention of the committee. 

Senator Gore. | shall be glad to accommodate the Senator in that 
regard, 

Senator NeuBercer. May | ask a question on a point of informa 
tion? As a new member some of this I do not understand. What 
remedy does a committee have when it calls for a report by a Govern 
ment department and it does not come in? It is new to me. 

Senator Gore. Congress is not without remedies. However, I think 
it should be said in fairness to the Secretary of Commerce that the 
load which the Congress placed upon him and the responsibilities in 
this regard were heavy. I have no reason to doubt that he has under 
taken reasonably to comply with the law. I doubt if it will be neces 
sary for Congress to seek to remedy. I believe Mr. du Pont will have 
a statement on this that may satisfy the committee. 

As one member of the committee I would like to have the studies 
as quickly as possible. But to answer your question directly, I do not 
know all of the sources of action to which the Congress might resort. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think the committee slept on its 
rights, probably. If this letter was in the hands of the committee and 
it was not brought to the attention of the committee, the delay has 
come about not necessarily by the circumstances or the problems which 
the Department encountered. If we do not have the re port and there 
was scutes in the committee files a request for an extension of time 
and the members of the committee were given no opportunity to act 
upon it, then probably the responsibility of that is the committee's 
rather than that of the De ‘partment, But it does seem to me a little 
strange that where we specifically set forth two requests for reports 
and both of them on the basis of problems which were — to 
the committee during the hearings last year and presented by the 
Department, partic ‘ularly the one on the recodification of their laws, 
that the committee, if it had a letter from the Department calling 
for an extension of time from the committee, did not have that brought 
to its attention. 

Senator Gore. This morning when the clerk handed me the letter 
is the first time that I had seen it. The letter bears the date of 
January 31. The law requires that the reports be submitted on or 
before February 1. I do not know that the committee could possibly 
have acted when the letter was mailed on January 31; and the law 
required the report to be submitted the next day. I am not sure that 
the committee could have done anything in that regard. 

Senator Case. When did the House act? 

Senator Gore. I do not know. I will be glad to contact the chair- 
man of the committee and find out just when the letter was received. 

Does the clerk know when this letter was referred to the committee ? 

Mr. Sneep. Just a day or two later. Probably February 2. 

Senator Gorr. Do you know when the House acted to give its 
approval to the extension ¢ 
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Mr. Sneep. No, sir. 

Senator Martin. How much time did the House grant ? 

Senator Gore. 1 do not know, 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, my reason, frankly, for raising this 
question is that the chairman said, very properly, at the outset of 
this hearing that in the consideration of highway legislation we should 
try to avoid the development of polities or political considerations. 
It has been said to me that the delay in these reports has been followed 
by the introduction of a bill which tended to throw the whole question 
of highway development into polities. I think that is an unfair 
charge. 

I know the chairman of this subcommittee. IT have worked with 
hima great many years and I do not think he wants highways thrown 
into polities, But you do have a situation where the del ay in the 
wesentation of these reports, for whatever reason it may have been, 
ius made it possible to introduce another bill here. We are starting 
hearings on that bill before we have hearings on the recommendations 
which the President may make, whatever they may be. 

Unfortunately in some quarters it is getting a political interpreta 
tion, IT thought if we could find out why there was a delay in the 
presentation of the reports or why there was a delay in the presenta- 
tion to the committee of the request for delay, it would perhaps tend 
to answer these suggestions. 

Senator Gore. | believe that the commitee, when it hears Mr. du 
Pont, will have a reference to this in his statements. 

Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. | think it is very importatnt that we have some 
explaination of it. Of course you will recall that those were conclu. 
sions that were written into the law pretty largely by the committee. 
Senator Case and Senator Chavez and I were all very much interested 
in this larger road program that we enacted last year. One of the 
things we thought we ought to have was a pretty careful study of 
financing and of the road situation of our country. 

It would seem to me that there ought to be some explanation be- 
cause there was’a definite date set—on or before February 1. 1 want 
to say this: I have great confidence in Mr. du Pont. I think the 
country Is most fortunate to have a man of his business ability and his 
long experience in charge of the roadbuilding of one of the very 
unportant States of the Union. We are fortunate to have a man of 
that type to head the Bureau. 

Senator Gore. T seem to be in the unusual role of being Secretary 
Weeks’ defender. I think that Mr. du Pont will have an explanation 
that will be satisfactory to the committee. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara, | want to comment on the business of politics 
in the road program. 1 think it 1s a little late to talk about keeping 
politics out of it. I know that in my campaign the chairman of the 
Republican Policy Committee, who happened to be my opponent, 
made this his No. 1 point in the campaign. I do not know how you 
can make it nonpolitical at this point. 

Senator Gore. | hope this committee can make it nonpolitical. 
Last year the committee received all the help and suggestions that 
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it could obtain. I believe | am correct in saying that after receiving 
all the help possible from all SOUTCEeS possible we ¢ losed the doo ana 
the committee wrote the bill, and when it was introduced on the floor, 
| believe it bore the signatures of every member of the committee, 
Republican and Democrat. 

It would be my hope that we would follow that same pattern this 
time. I, too, deplore any move to make our highway program politi 
eal, [think it should be noted that the report of General Clay makes 
reference to having had available the studies of the Department of 
Commerce for its benefit. That was one reason that prompted me to 
ask that they be forwarded on to this committee promptly. [thought 
we deserved the benefit of those studies and | am sure we will soon 
have the benefit of those studies. 

Senator Case. My understanding is that you are eminently correct, 
that the studies which the Bureau was directed to make and did make 
through the State highway departments provided the facts and the 
figures upon which the ¢ Clay report was largely based. 

Senator Gore. Lam sure that the ‘y will soon be furnished, 

Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. | would like to make this suggestion. With the 
exception of Senator Chavez, I am the senior member of this com 
mittee, and [T guess Tam about as partisan as anybody on the com 
mittee, but I have never known polities in any of our work, rivers and 
harbors, roadbuilding, and soon, It has always been on its merits. 

In the bill which we had last year, which was the largest road bill 
in the history of America, everyone on the committee sponsored the 
bill with the proviso that the formula for the distribution you would 
have a right to debate on the floor, which we did. When we got it 
on the floor one of the strongest advocates of the formula, as it was 
finally enacted into law, was the present chairman of the Appropria 
tions Committee, the senior Senator from Arizona, and his State 
probably got less out of it than any other State in the Union; but I 
think it was entirely nonpartisan. 

While this committee has been presided over by both Democrats and 
Republicans, I think we have been nonpartisan. I wanted to bring 
that up. I know of course that we all use these things. Anything 
that is good, each party wants to claim that that is its project. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, there was some reference made 
to section 11, relocation of utilities, to be put in the record. IT do not 
know what the section spells out, or is it important at this time? Does 
. make the responsibility of relocating the utilities the Government’s 

r the utility companies ( 

Senator Gore. That section authorizes and directs the Secretary 
of Commerce to make studies and submit reports to the committee. 

Senator McNamara. That is all that section 11 does / 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Without objection the committee will now hear the former Com- 
missioner of Public Roads, and now special assistant to Secretary 
of Commerce, Sinclair Weeks, Mr. Francis V. du Pont. 

Mr. du Pont, you have been before this committee before and 1] 
think you are not in need of further introduction. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, Mr. du Pont is coming to us in a 
new capacity. [think at the outset of his remarks he should explain 
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to us what that capacity is, whether he is a Federal employee now, and 
if so on what basis, or whatever his status is. I understand that there 
is considerable change in his status. 

Senator Gore. Before you start your formal statement, will you 
include a response to the inquiry of Senator Case? 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS V. DU PONT, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


Mr. pu Ponr. Senator Gore, members of the committee, in replying 
to the questions of Senator Case, I feel sure that I can give you some 
background as to why this transfer seemed to be expedient. 

The responsibilities of the Commissioner of Public Roads have been 
increased continually since 1916. There are many prescribed respon- 
sibilities as you well know. His time is pretty well filled with dis- 
charging those duties and adjusting problems that come up in the 
States through delegations calling, and so forth. 

With the Nixon speech the interest in the highway picture grew 
tremendously. ‘There were a great many inquiries from all over the 
country. In fact from foreign countries. 

Senator Gore. What speech was that? What is the date of the 
speech ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. It was July 12, 1954, at Bolton Landing, N. Y. 

Senator Gore. The speech before the governors ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes. The speech actually was given by Vice Presi- 
dent Nixon due to the death of the President’s sister-in-law, which 
precluded his presence. 

Of course there was no specific program announced at that confer- 
ence. But it did stimulate and trigger questions beyond your imagi- 
nation, not only from many of the States and Members of Congress 
but from foreign countries. It became our responsibility of course 
to reply, to the extent of our ability. Shortly after this announcement 
we had the formation of a committee by Governor Kennon known as 
the Governors Advisory Committee on Highways. 

That was followed by the appointment of the President's commit- 
tee which is chaired by Gen. Senin Clay. Both committees imme- 
diately, individually and jointly, commenced to ask for factual data. 
We were directed to statt the President’s committee under General 
Clay, and we did assign one of my assistants, Mr. Turner, to fill in 
that capacity and supplement his work by other members of the staff. 
Those men had to come primarily from the research organization who 
were collecting the data, 

I shall now refer back to the three prescribed reports. (1) The 
report covering a consolidated highway act was assigned to the legal 
division of the Bureau. ‘The other two reports were handled by the 
research division under Mr. Fairbank. Mr. Fairbank has been in the 
Bureau many years. He is highly regarded I think by all segments 
of highway construction research. He has not been too well. He 
went abroad about a month ago and came back and got into this 
problem. 

I want you to understand that in a research organization you do 
not have an organization such as you do in the Bureau’s engineering 
division where you have understudies and other assistants. An indi- 
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vidual man is assigned to an individual task. In other words, there 
are a lot of cells which later we brought together. 

Regrettably, Mr. Fairbank has not recovered completely and he has 
not been able to spend more than about half his time, in my judgment, 
since last summer on this work, which handicapped the bringing to 
gether of the factual data and completing the report. 

Referring specifically to the effect on various bills, as far as the 
codification is concerned, that was completed on time by the Bureau's 
legal division. 

As for the other two bills, before we undertook this job I discussed 
the matter with the Secretary as to the advisability of securing outside 
counsel and assistance, recognizing the magnitude of the problem. 
You gentlemen may be interested to know that a consulting firm will 

take about a year to evaluate the feasibility of a toll road. In this 
case we were required to do the same thing for the entire United States, 
evaluate all the roads, within a period of substantially less than a 
year. So it was a big job. 

The Secretary ani me if Public Roads was in a position to do 
~ work and I told him that I felt that there was no question about 

9 barr ing unforeseen circumstances. ‘Two unforeseen circumstances 
eas arisen. One, the illness of the man in charge of the work. And 
secondly, the demands on our staff to supply data to the governors’ 
committee as well as the Clay committee. Regrett: ably, the data 
could not be supplied as a complete study on time. It had to be de- 
veloped piecemeal as the 48 States would bring their data to us, so 
that it was a constant case of revision and augmenting to complete 
factual data, so far as highway needs were concerned, from the 48 
States. 

In the case of the utilities, that was a cooperative study with the 
utilities. Public Roads was entirely dependent on the utility organi- 
zations supplying the data. We had no method whereby we could 
accelerate or force them to supply the data. ‘The data was not always 
comprehensive and we would have to go back for further information. 
The date for the utility study was not completed by the utilities until 
the 10th of December. 

It was just physically impossible, gentlemen, in view of those cir- 
cumstances, lack of control and other circumstances, illness on the 
part of the Director, and the demands by the governors committee 
and the Clay committee, it was physically impossible to comply with 
the direction of Congress. 

Senator Gore. Have you finished with your statement in response 
to Senator Case ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. To those three points; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you anticipate that the studies, the reports, will 
soon be available for the committee ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I discussed that matter at length with Mr. Fairbank, 
who now comes z the office about half the time, and, while we have 
asked for a 60-day extension, I should be quite disappointed if it is 
not available within half that time. That was from Februar yl. In 
other words, I should think shortly after March 1. 

These reports must be cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. I do 
not know whether there may be any delay there. 

Senator Gore. If I understand your statement correctly, you made 
available to the Governors Conference and to General C lay’ s commit- 
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tee segments of the studies, but you felt that your antigniian to this 
committee was to present a unified completed study ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. The law is very clear. We not only must supply the 
committee with the highway needs, but an evaluation of the finane- 
ing, the economic aspects, the feasibility of toll roads, and their effect 
ona free highway system. That isa whole lot more. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin ¢ 

Senator Marvin. | have no questions, 

Senator Gore. Do any members of the committee have any ques- 
tions on that particular point before Mr, du Pont presents his written 
statement ¢ 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, not a question, but 1 would like to 
say that I think the reasons for the delay are reasons that are appeal- 
ing. Ido think that the committee should have been apprised of the 
al for the extension of time and any information given to the 
members of the committee along this line. 

Before he proceeds to his statement, however, I should like Mr. 
du Pont to state in more detail what his present capacity is, and 
whether or not he is on the Federal payroll at this time, and if so in 
what way. 

Mr. pu Pon. It became evident to me in the latter part of the fall 
that it would be physically impossible for me to discharge the pre- 
scribed duties of the Commissioner of Public Roads, and at the same 
(ime give the maximum assistance to the extent that I am able to 
assist the Members of Congress in evaluating such highway problems 
as might be presented to the Congress. 

I have visited 40 of the 48 States in the last 15 months. I have 
met every chief engineer of every State. I visited every highway 
commission. Udo not profess to know all of their problems, but I do 
state that within 15 months L have visited every State and discussed 
with those men their problems. 

I happen to have been a member of the Association of State High- 
wav Officials for over 30 years, so that it is not a new contact. 

It seemed to me the maximum contribution that T could supply 
would be through making myself available to the Members of Con- 
gress, knowing ‘full well I could not do this and also discharge the 
other responsibilities as Commissioner. 1 discussed the matter with 
the Secretary of Commerce in October and announced at the meeting 
of the Association of State Highway Officials in early November thi at 
soon after the first of the year | would resign = Commissioner, and 
coincidentally announced that my deputy, Mr. C. D. Curtiss, who had 
been in charge of the administration and oa work of the Bureau 
for many years, would succeed me, and that I would be assigned to the 
Secretary's Office. 

That action was not finally completed until about a month ago. It 
was understood that I was to be an Assistant to the Secretary of 
Commerce. Frankly, I did not know until last week, when I went 
over to get my commission, that I am a Consultant to the Secretary 
of Commerce. The reason for that, I believe, was that I refused to 
accept any compensation acting in a capacity which is not a prescribed 
one, and there is some question as to whether one can act as a special 
assistant to the Secretary without compensation. 

I therefore am oflici: ally a consultant to the Secretary of Commerce 
without compensation, in which position Lam very happy to continue 
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to serve so long as I can be helpful in solving this very vital problem 
to our future. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman / 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator MARTIN. For the benefit of the new members of the com 
mittee, I think it would be well if Mr. du Pont would explain his 
work with highways. You know it and so do 1, but [I think it would 
be of benefit to the newer members of our committee. 

Mr. Dt Pon’. Senator Martin, asa young man, in those days we did 
not have the diversion, shall we say, that we have today, of motor 
vehicles and highways. Many of us accepted employment during the 
summer holidays, and since I happen to enjoy outdoor life, I did 
some surveying. 

Subsequently I went to the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
from which university I am a graduate. At that time the First 
World War interrupted the lives of many of us and I became an 
instructor at the United States School of Milit: “ry Aeronautics which 
was established by the United States Government in Boston, Mass. 
I had become a licensed airplane pilot in 1915, and therefore became 
available for that service. 

On the termination of the conflict I accepted a position with the 
du Pont Co. and that, if you will recall, was the Dee of the 
importation of German chemists for the development of the chemical 
industry in this country, and T was with what was then called the 
experimental department. 

I continued in that position for some years and subsequently termi 
nated by association with the du Pont Co. About that time, in 1922, 
which goes back to the beginning of the Federal-Aid Highway Acts, 
I was made a member of the highway commission in Delaware. That 
position at that time did not and still does not pay any compensation. 
There were five commissioners. Within 3 years I was chairman of the 
commission, which position I retained I think for approximately 24 
years. 

I came to the Bureau of Public Roads on April 1, 1953. My interests 
in highways has always been an avocation, and not a profession. 

Senator Gore. Are there further preliminary questions / 

Senator McNamara. Yes. Are you on some contract now where 
you receive some compensation, or are you just a free agent / 

Mr. pu Pont. I have no compensation whatsoever from the United 
States Government. 

Senator McNamara. I know that. I mean from some private 
org: nization. 

Mr. pu Pon. No, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Do you sell your services to States? 

Mr. pu Ponr. I do not sell my services. I have no commitments 
toanybody. 

Senator Case. Not even a dollar-a-year man / 

Mr.pu Ponr. Not even a dollar, as far as I know. 

Senator Gore. I am sure I can voice the sentiment of all of the mem 
bers who have previously served on this committee, and I dare say the 
new ones, that we appreciate the service that you have rendered to the 
cause yi good highways in this country. 

Mr. pu Ponr. Tt j isa pr iv ilege to continue one’s hob by. 
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Senator Gore. If there are no further questions, will you proceed 
with your prepared statement ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. Mr. Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of Commerce, was 
invited by your committee, by letter on February 14, 1955, to testify at 
hearings today on 8. 1048. However, as you were in formed by Secre- 
tary Weeks by letter on February 16, 1955, other matters w ould require 
him to be out of the city today, and he 1 requested me to appear in his 
behalf. 

There is widespread agreement that positive steps must be taken to 
insure that the Nation’s highway deficiencies will not become a strait- 
jacket to the continued growth of important aspects of our economy. 

Last July, before the Governors Conference, Vice President Nixon, 
in behalf of the President said that the building of an adequate high- 
way system is one of the big domestic jobs we must commence without 
delay in order to secure the future of America. The President called 
for “a Grand Plan for a properly artic ulated s system” to overtake the 
accumulating obsolescence of our present facilities and to meet the 
needs of a growing population and expanding economy together with 
the requirements of the military and civil defense. He subsequently 
stated that under existing State and Federal laws and authorizations 
our highway improvement programs could not be sufficiently acceler- 
ated to realize this objective. 

In response to the President’s invitation, the Governors authorized 
an immediate study and report. The President simultaneously created 
an interagency committee within the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment to consider the problem from the standpoint of Federal interest 
in roads and their financing. 

Additionally, the P resident appointed in September an Advisory 
Committee on a National Highway Program, with General Lucius D. 
Clay aschairman. Thise ommittee worked ¢ losely with the Governors 
Committee and the Interagency Committee. After thoroughly study- 
ing the nature of our highway deficiencies, a program was recom- 
mended to the President to provide for these needs. 

The President, as you know, is studying the Clay proposals and 
advised the Congress in his state of the Union message that he is 
preparing his recommendations. Later, in his budget message, Presi- 
den Eisenhower said: 

I plan to send a special message to the Congress in the near future recommend- 
ing a program of coordinated action by Federal, State, and local governments, 
to overcome major highway deficiencies, 

The needs of the several systems for the next 10 years are set forth 
in the Clay committee report, which found that a major portion of our 
highway facilities are seriously deficient. We have 58 million motor 
vehic les now and these are expected to increase to 81 million by 1965, 
an increase of 40 percent. Miles of travel generated by these vehicles 
reached the astronomical total of 557 billion in 1954 and are predicted 
to reach 814 billion by 1965. 

The Council of State Governments reported to the President that 
“an adequate highway system is vital to the continued expansion of 
the economy.” Industry and employment directly related to the 
highway transportation system and its byproducts account for about 
one-seventh of our total national product. 
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Aside from these economic considerations, the paramount factor 
of highway safety cannot be ignored. As President Eisenhower has 
said, we have an “annual highway death toll comparable to the cas 
ualties of a bloody war, beyond calculation in dollar terms.” This 
tragic toll can be substantially reduced by va lacement of obsolete 
and. dangerous facilities with roads of modern design. 

In the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, the Congress directed 
that studies be made of all phases of highway financing, including a 
study of the costs of completing the several systems of highways. 
The Bureau of Public Roads, in the Department of Commerce, with 
cooperation of State highway departments and local units of gov 
ernment, undertook this study. 

Preliminary findings were utilized by the Clay committee and 
form the basis for some recommendations. As the Congress has been 
advised, this financing study is nearing completion and will be for 
warded to the Congress within the next few weeks. 

While the President’s message on this matter has not been delivered 
to the Congress, the advisory committee’s report has been in gen 
eral circulation for some weeks, and I have additional copies here 
for the use of your committee. 

As you know, a bipartisan meeting has been called by the President 
for this afternoon with congression: al le aders, to which the chairman 
of this committee has been invited, to discuss the forthcoming Presi 
dential recommendations. 

In view of the foregoing, obviously it would be premature for me 
to comment, at this time, on any specific legislative proposals. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no objection 
to the views expressed in this statement. 

That is the end of my statement. Mr. Curtiss has much factual 
data for the committee. 

Senator Gore. We will want to hear Commissioner Curtiss after 
you have finished. If it is agreeable with the committee I will alter 
nate in the usual way in the recognition of members of the committee. 
Senator Thurmond ¢ 
Senator THurmMonp. Mr. du Pont, is it your opinion that this pro 
‘am is essential to the welfare of the country ¢ 
Mr. pu Pont. Senator Thurmond, I think the highway program 
is as essential to our economic well-being, our military defense and 
civil defense consider it as such, as the circulatory system is to an 
individual’s body. It is part of the production line and the dis 
tributing line for our standard of living. 

Senator TrurmMonp. Do you feel that the Federal Government 
should undertake this program itself entirely, or do you feel it 
would be better for the States to undertake the program with some 
funds provided by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. I feel that that is a matter of the respective respon- 
sibilities of the Federal Government and the States. The Governors 
Conference has recommended that approximately 30 percent of the 
cost of the program be borne by the Federal Government. 

I was not in the conferences held by the governors, but that was 
their opinion. 

Senator THurmonp. Under the plan under consideration, would the 
Federal Government let contracts, or would the States let contracts / 

Mr. pu Pont. To which plan do you refer ? 
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Senator Titurmonp. | am speaking of the President’s proposed 
program. 

Mr. pu Pon. I feel that [T should not make any statements with 
respect to that, because it is ina formative state and it may be changed. 

Senator Trurmonp. You would rather not make any statement 
atall? 

Mr. pt Pon r. With respect to the program. It is going to be dis- 
cussed at 2 o'clock today with members of this committee. As a result 
of those discussions there may be modifications. It is to be a bi- 
partisan group to discuss the program, and does not come within my 
responsibility. After it has been developed I will then be very happy 
to discuss the merits, 

Senator Tuurmonp. Have you studied the merits of this bill 
Senator Gore's ¢ 

Mr.pu Pon. Lhave read that bill. 

Senator THurmonp. Will you tell us the strengths and weaknesses of 
this bill? 

Mr. pu Ponvr. Those matters are all relative, | think, and they must 
be compared to some other legislation that may be introduced. 
Strength isa relative measure. 

Senator THurmMonp. You are not in a position to give us any valua 
tion of this plan with some other plan 4 

Mr. pu Pon. No, sir, Tam not able to compare and therefore I 
cannot compare the relative advantages. 

Senator Tucurmonp. What are you able to tell the committee this 
morning that will be helpful to the committee / 

Mr. pu Ponr. Tam unable to know just what particular phase of 
the highway problem the committee is confused about. As far as the 
solution of the problem, that is in my judgment an evaluation of sey 
eral plans that may be presented. 

I cannot see how at this time I could possibly compare the merits 
and demerits of one bill as compared to another. It seems to me 
it is a joint responsibility of the two committees of the Senate and 
the Tlouse to evaluate that when they have all the bills before them. 

Senator ‘Prormonp. Mr. Chairman, if he is not in a position to 
evaluate this bill or discuss other bills that may be proposed, and he 
is not ina position at this time to give helpful information to the 
committee, | do not know that T have any questions to ask him. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin ¢ 

Senator Marvin. You have discussed what the road plan means to 
the general economy of the country. In this study have you taken 
up with the Department of Defense what an adequate road system 
might mean to the defense of our country ¢ 

Mr. pu Ponv. Senator Martin, we have cooperated with the De- 
partment of Defense a hundred percent, and the relationship is excel- 
lent starting in, | would say, with the last World War and the develop- 
ment of access roads. Our cooperation is through the Chief of Trans- 
portation of the Department of Defense. 

With few exceptions the military needs are synonymous with the 
economic needs, ‘The exceptions are where a military base may be 
built some miles off of existing highways, or a plant, such as the 
atomic energy plant. What these exceptions would amount to I 
would not know, but I would guess less than half of 1 percent. 
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The two needs are identical. In other words, 11 tnakes no differ 
ence whether you are manufacturing an automobile or a tank, they 
are going to be made in the same factory. So that the supply lines 
to the producing facility and the distribution routes from it are the 
sie whether it Is ehngaved ih producing il refrigeratol or some Wal 
inaterial. ‘To all intents and purposes the defense needs and the 
economic needs are identical, 

We havea third fact that must be considered and that is the civilian 
clefense aspect which lays more emphasis possibly On escipe routes 
Lut by the sume token, those are es upe routes for all of us when 
we go home every night and come to work in the morning. In other 
words, if we consider the civilian defense needs, there again they 
serve the daily needs of all of us. So there is no difference. 

Senator Marvin. Mr. Chairman, | would like to have Mr. du Pont 
comment on this. Personally, | have been of the opimion for several 
vears that the vreatest defense that we have in civilian defense ts 
proper ronds that permit us to vet out of the densely populated 
centers. It is impossible to make enough unde rground shelters to 
tuke care of the cities even if the people could get into them. 

Mr. pu Pont. Even if they lived there they could not do anything 
when they got out. [It is an evacuation problem. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I believe this is correct: The be 
ginnings of a National System of Interstate [lighways were originally 
lnid out by the direction of the Department of Defense when Gen 
eral Pershing was Chief of Staff. It is my recollection that is cor 
rect, 

Mr. pu Ponr. In cooperation with the States and the Bureau of 
Public Roads. 

Senator MARTIN. Of course, | do not like to take too much time, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore, The time is yours, Senator Martin. 

Senator MARTIN. My first interest In an Interstate Road System 
ind a realization of how madequate our road system: is, was during 
World War IT, when T was moving troops out over the United States, 
I took one group of 18,000, with 2.600 vehicles, 1.600 miles, and it was 
amazing the number of bridges that we had to strengthen, some of 
them replace, and take out bad curves, and then we did not handle 
any of our heavy materiel, just meeseenes trucks. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think IT have anything further now. 1 do 
not doubt but what you will be av: nilable when we are considering 
the merits of bills that come before our committee. You were very 
helpful a year ago. , 

Mr. pu Ponr. ers my office is in the Bureau of Public 
Roads. [Tam avail: ub lea tC any time within reason to any member of 
these committees. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond / 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. du Pont, from a defense st; indpoint isn’t 
a strong system oft ro: ads essenti: al to the defense of this « ‘Ountry in this 
age of modern warfare when milit: ary transport might drop airborne 
armies in any section of this country? Would not a good system of 
highways be essential to the defense of this country for the purpose 
of transporting equipment and personnel to combat airborne armies 
that might be dropped ¢ 
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Mr. pu Pont. Senator Thurmond, I think we might go back to the 
days of Napoleon. I know we can all go back to the days of the last 
war when the Autobahns were built in Germany in anticipation of the 
war. Your statement is absolutely correct. Our military effective 
ness is predicated purely on getting it where we need it. And I think 
it isa fortunate coincidence that that same system is the system which 
keeps our economy going that can support the military. In other 
words, our military is dependent upon our economy. 

The same system that will serve the military, with the few exceptions 
that I mentioned, is the system that develops and makes possible the 
expansion of our economy. 

I would like to give you one little illustration on the strangulation 
effect we get due to inadequate highways. On United States Highway 
No. 1, between Trenton and New York, it became so plugged with 
traflic that the flow became stagnant. Business along the highway 
deteriorated materially. It became a very annoying, a very acute 
problem. The State of New Jersey, in order to relieve this situation, 
commenced the survey and construction of Route 101, which parallels 
United States Highway No. 1. The State was not able to finance that 
project. Today this is the New Jersey Turnpike. It is about 118 
miles in length. The construction of a toll road gave some concern 
on the part of the businesses along United States Highw ay No. Las to 
what the effect would be, but the situation had gotten so terrible they 
did not care. When the New Jersey Turnpike “opened up, of course, 
you first had a surge of traflie much of which was prompted by 
curiosity. Depending on where a toll road is, and the season of the 
year, and other factors, you should not evaluate the success of such a 
road within possibly a year, because traflic, will vary gr eatly and 
finally level off and then start upward as a rule, 

Within 214 years the New Jersey ae was carrying as much 
traflic as United States Highw ay No. 1, and United States Highway 
No. 1 had 5 percent more traflie than it did originally. In other 
words you had removed much interstate traffic and put it on a toll 
road; this made it possible for business to — to normal, and in 
fact increase along United States Highway No. 

It. seems to me it is obvious that had that celle ular route or toll 
road not been constructed, or had not an interstate route of suflicient 
capacity been constructed, that area would have become stagnated 
because of lack of transportation. And you have the conditions which 
come with stagnation, reduction in property values, dwellings, and all 
that, and a moving away from that area. We can give you a number 
of similar illustrations. I think that illustrates the | importance of the 
Interstate System. 

And then you come to the problem of how much should a State invest 
in a highway when 90 percent of the traflic never stops in New Jersey, 
but comes on down through Delaware, Maryland, ete. I do not know 
where it goes. 

Senator THurmonp. Do you feel that our national defense is defi- 
nitely hampered unless we do build and maintain an effective and 
efficient highway system throughout the Nation ? 

Mr. pu Pow. T feel our national defense is predicated on our eco- 
nomic well-being. I believe that highways are essential for the ex- 
pansion of our economy. Inasmuch as the national defense is predi- 
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cated on that, my first answer is “Yes.” Insofar as the extent to w hich 


the military needs are deficient, I must defer to those who know more 
about it than I. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercer. You mentioned the Clay report several times, 
Mr. du Pont. I would like to ask you a few questions about the Clay 
report, if I may. 

The Governor of my State came to my office very concerned about 
the proposal in the Clay committee report that special credit be given 
to toll roads. I come from a State with vast distances but only 1 per 
cent of the national population. What is your feeling about that 
portion of the Clay committee report ¢ 

Mr. pu Ponr. I think it will be quite controversial. There are 
many who believe in the toll facility. There are many who are op 
posed to it. Just what the superior judgme nt of the Congress may be 
as to the way to deal with them I am not at liberty to suggest. I have 
not heard. I believe there is a place in our economy for certain toll 
roads. 

Senator Gore. May I suggest that the question of the Senator was 
with respect to credits allowed in allocation of funds. 

Mr. pu Pont. I would prefer to defer that until it really comes up 
aus a consideration for toll roads. 1 might even have an idea to sug 
gest to the committee myself at that time. The toll roads are with us. 
Wehavethem. What are we going to do about them ¢ 

Senator Neruperaer. My Governor came in—not of my political 
party, but because I am on this valicenetitten very concerned about 
this. What I am interested in, Mr. Chairman, is this: Can we get 
some information from Mr. du Pont that will enable people who are 
relatively uninformed as Lam to pass on this’ If not, it seems to me 
this meeting is utterly useless. 

My only exper ience until 6 weeks ago in politics, was in our State 
legislature. To show that there is no partisanship in my remarks: 
it is one of the most Republican legislatures in the Nation, General 
Martin. But we had people come in from the State highway com- 
mission or the State board of health and they did give us some infor 
mation we could use to pass on State legislation. 

I have gotten nothing today except some quotes from the President 
and some quotes from ‘the Almanac about highway mileage. These 
are controversial things in my State, about the Ch ay Committee report, 
that you have quoted ‘from, 

Again I get back to my question. The Clay Committee report pro 
posed certain financial ¢ monies to the States operating toll roads. Do 
you think that is advisable or inadvisable ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I am not prepared at this time to express my views 
because that is not the matter that is under consideration, and may 
not even be in the legislation. 

Senator Neunercer. You have quoted from the Clay Committee 
report. If you have quoted from it in your previous statement, why 

can’t you comment on other portions of it? 

Mr. pu Pont. I simply say that that is one of the things to be 
considered. I would be very happy, when the program is deve ‘loped 
by the committee, to personally discuss the matter with you or anyone 
else, or go to your State with your Governor. 
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Senator Gore. You have always been forthright before this com- 
mittee. I doubt if you want to assume the position of not wishing 
to even comment upon the Clay report which has been made public 
and which, as you say in your statement, has been widely circulated. 
Each committee has had a copy. The press has had a copy. All 
Members of Congress have had copies. You have had a copy. It 
seems in fairness to your own record that you might not hesitate to 
express al opinion, a personal opinion, 

After all, you are not an employee of the Federal Government. 

You have had vast experience. You might be willing, it seems to the 
chairman, to express a personal view. Tf you do not wish to you 
will not be pressed. 

Mr. pu Pont. Ido not feel that this is the opportune time because 
this section may not even be in the bill. 

Senator Gorn. We are not talking about the bill. We are talking 
about the Clay report. [have a few questions that I want to submit 
to you with respect to the Clay report. But if you take the position 
that you do not wish to discuss the Clay report, then of course you will 
not be pressed, 

Mr. pu Ponr. LT appreciate it. L will be very glad to discuss any- 
thing in the Clay report at what I consider the opportune time—in 
other words, after it 1s a matter reduced to legislation—because I feel 
that a number of recommendations there will not be in the legislation. 

Senator Gore. You do not think it is proper for this committee to 
tuke cognizance of the Clay report until it has been approved or not 
approved by higher authorities ¢ 

Mr. pu Ponr. I think it is entirely proper to discuss any of the 
factual data. I do not think it is proper to discuss the policies that 
may be included in the legislation that may be presented. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. du Pont. 

The committee will now hear Commissioner Curtiss. Mr. Curtiss, 
this is your first appearance before this committee. You are here in 
the capacity of Commissioner. IT wish to congratulate you upon your 
promotion, upon the position which 1 think you honor. Will you, 
since it is your first appearance, identify yourself as to the status of 


your citizenship and the experience you have had in this particular 
field / 


STATEMENT OF C. D. CURTISS, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Curtiss. My name is C. D. Curtiss and I am Commissioner of 
Public Roads. [ have been with the Bureau of Public Roads since 
July of 1919, about 351, years. Prior to that time IT had service with 
a highway unit in World War I. Previous to that I was with the 
lowa Highway Department and for a time with the Michigan State 
Highway Department. 

Senator Gore. You do not have a prepared statement / 

Mr. Curriss. No; | do not have a prepared statement. IT have 
several exhibits which I wish to submit: for the information of the 
committee and for the record if you choose. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will be pleased to receive from you 
whatever information you desire to submit, bearing upon the need of 
the country for more highways. 
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Mr. Curtiss. I would like to mention first the way in which up t 
now the Congress has been meeting the ever-increasing demand fo 
more highway improvements. The 14s Federal-Aid Highway Act 
authorized $450 million for each of 2 fiscal vears. The 1950 act nu 
creased that to $500 million. Neither of the two acts carried anything 
spec ifically for the Interstate System. The 1952 act was in reased 
S575 million for each of 2 fiscal years, with $25 million of this amount 
authorized specifically for projects on the Interstate System 

The 1954 act, which authorized appropriations for the fiscal year 
1956 and 1957, increased the amount to S875 million, of which S175 
million was specifically authorized for the Interstate System 

S. 1048 would increase the total authorization for those 2 years, 156 
and 1957. to $1.600 million, of which S500 million would be for the 
Interstate System. The chairman has already placed in the record 
the apportionment nmMony the States of the authorization under the 
1954 act for the fiseal year 1956; also a tabulation showing by State 
the approximate amount which each State would receive if S. 104s 
were enacted. 

Senator GORE. With respect to those aupportionments, Mr. Com 
missioner, do you think the formula developed through the experience 
of the Congress and the Bureau of Roads in cooperation with the 
State highway departments is a reasonable, gare formula / 

Mr. ¢ “URTISS. | think they ure with respec to the three whit you 
inight call, regular programs—the primary, secondary, and urban 
funds. If it is the wish of the Congress for Hnprovements to pro 
ceed on the Interstate System at a reasonably uniform rate. a formula 
based on population would come more closely to meeting that situa 
tion than where the other two factors of area and post road mileage 
are used. That is a recommendation that we made when the LoD4 
vet was under consideration. 

Senator Gore. S. 1048 would make two changes in the Interstate 
system to which you have just referred. It would increase the Fed 
eral authorization from S175 million to $500 million per annum 
it would change the matching formula from a GO—-10 basis to a 2-1 
basis, the Federal Government providing two-thirds of the cost 
the States providing one-third of the cost. What was your react 
upon this suggested amount and method of matching / 

Mr. Curtiss. In the absence of a report by the Departn ent | do not 
think Tam ina position to comment on the amount further than 

say that with an estimate of $23 billion to bring the system to an ade 
quate standard in the next LO years, that the S500 million would P ro 
vide with State matching funds about S730 million a vear for the In 
terstate System, which would mean it are l take, with those aad 
uch longer than 10 years to bring it toa 1 acdeq inte 

Senator Gore. 
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S. 1048 would Shaeminetals double the. present 
highway program for the next 5 years. Would you be in a position to 
comment as to the adequi wy of materials and construction fae ilities 
to expand to that extent during the next fiscal vear, and the sueceed 
ing fiscal year é 
Mr. Curriss. Based on studies that were made for the Clay com 
mittee by the American Road Builders Association I think that there 
is adequate capacity to provide material and equipment to handle 
program of that size. 
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Senator Gore. Heretofore there have been suggestions that a dou- 
bling of the present highway program would severely tax materials 
und construction facilities. Do you think that those facilities are 
available? 

Mr. Curriss. If they are not immediately available I am satisfied 
that they would be by the time such a large program could be brought 
into being. 

Senator Gore. Do you think that those facilities would be avail- 
able for the next fiscal year and the following fiscal year in larger 
quantities than a doubling of the program ¢ 

Mr. Curriss. I think they would toward the end of that period. 
Perhaps not immediately. 

Senator Gore. Toward the end of the second fiscal year ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Would it be your opinion then that we should have 
a program that would gradually increase in amount, a program that 
would progressively accelerate the building of highways. 

Mr. Curriss. I think the advantage of your 5-year program is that 
it gives notice to those concerned with the production of materials 
and equipment and the contractors that there is a program of some 
length on which they can count in making plans to provide for it. 
1 do not think it would be necessary to move into it slowly by re- 
duced authorization. 


FEDERAL-AID PROGRAM PROGRESS 
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I have a chart here (fig. 1) that I want to show the committee which 
shows how we are moving into the program that was authorized last 
year. There are six steps in our Federal-aid program procedure fol- 
owing the authorization by the Congress and apportioning among the 
States of the funds. On this chart are shown the six steps. 

The vertical component is in millions of dollars and the horizontal 


Each chart shows the progress in ad- 


component is time in months. 
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vancing the work in each step during the calendar years 1952, 1953, 
and 1954. The funds authorized for the fiscal year 1956 were appor 
tioned and made available to the States July 1, 1954. When these 
charts were first started a base of $600 million was thought to be suffi- 
cient to cover the work for the calendar year 1954. However, the State 
highway departments committed and the Bureau approved programs 
to the extent of $777 million. That included $153 million of the new 
funds that were made available on July 1. 

A second step is the submission on the part of the State highway 
department of plans for individual projects and their approval by 
the Bureau engineers in the field. In the past calendar year $685 mil 
lion of Federal-aid funds were alloted to projects approved in this 
manner. The previous year 1953 that amount was only $548 million, 
and in 1952, $521 million. 

The next step is the awarding by the State highway department of 
contracts for the construction of these approved projects. For the 
calendar year 1954 contracts were awarded to the extent of $658 mil- 
lion. In the 2 preceding years the amounts were $545 million and 
$528 million. The contractors started work on ap proximately all of 
the projects for which contract awards were made, $657 million, 

These figures that I am giving are the Federal-aid figures alone. 
You have to apparently double them to get the value of the program 
as a whole. Work was accomplished, actual work put in place on 
Federal-aid projects, of $600 million during 1954. 

Senator Gore. Since this is informal and you do not have a prepared 
statement, I hope you will not mind if members ask you any questions 
from time to time——— 

Mr. Curtiss. Not at all. 

Senator Gore. What has been the result, from your experience, in 
the changing of the matching formula from a 50-50 basis on interstate 
roads to a 60-40 basis? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think it has enabled the States to match those projects 
with funds that they have available more rapidly, perhaps, than they 
would have been able to on the 50-50 basis. 

Senator Gore. Has there been a tendency on the part of States to 
take advantage of that more favorable matching formula ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; they have taken advantage of it, but not to the 
detriment of the other programs where the matching is still 50-50. 

Senator Gore. That is the point that I want to get at. Do you think 
if we raise this to a 2-to-1 matching basis that it will tend to discrimi- 
nate against the secondary, primary, and urban developments? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir; because the lesser matching rate would leave 
more State funds available to match the funds available for the other 
programs. 

Senator Gore. Are you inclined to think that the two-thirds to one 
third matching basis would be a better matching basis than the 60-40? 
Or would you rather leave that to the Congress ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I would rather leave that to the Congress. I might 
say that the State hghway departments have been recommending for 
several years 75-25. ‘How ever, they are going to testify later. 

Senator Gore. I can understand that from their point of view. 

Mr. Curtiss. U nquestionably the Federal Government has a greater 
interest in the Interstate System, that is from a national standpoint, 
than in the other systems. 
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Senator Gore. The Bureau of Roads then would not recommend 
against raising the matching formula on the Interstate to a 2 to 1 
basis / 

Mr. Currtss. I do not think so. In reports that we have made in 
the past, at the direction of Congress, we have suggested that con 
sideration be given to a higher Federal contribution on the Interstate 
System. 

Senator Gore. | hope other members will break in any time. This 
is an informal procedure. 

Wil! you continue, please ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Payments to States amounted to $562 million during 
I9d2. “Phat is the last step in completing the Federal-aid projects, 
when we finally pay the States for the Federal pro rata share of the 
cost. Federal funds do not participate in maintenance. That is at 
the entire expense of the State highway department. 

Senator Gore. That raises a question, Mr. Commissioner, that has 
disturbed me. As we increase the Interstate System in which you say, 
I believe properly, that the Federal interest is maximized, as we in 
crease the mileage, as we increase the width of the road, the cost of 
the maintenance, is not the Federal Government eventually to share 
in the maintenance of these Interstate roads ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Unquestionably there will be an increase in the cost 
of maintenance. There will also be a very large increase in traffic 
and gasoline consumption which will bring in added revenue through 
the State motor fuel taxes which will, 1 would think, provide funds 
to carry on the maintenance. 

Senator Gore. Have you made a study, or is that a part of the study 
to be submitted, showing the relative increase of motor fuel tax income 
on the respective categories of highways / 

Mr. Curtiss. It will not be broken down by categories of highways. 
There will be estimates of the increase in motor fuel taxes. 

Senator Gore. Are you prepared to advise the committee as to the 
relative increase in traffic on the respective categories of highways on 
the secondary, urban, primary, and Interstate 

Mr. Currtss. We can provide—I do not have them here—tigures 
which we get from the State highway departments of that character. 

Senator Gore. Would you submit that for the record at this point / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


TRAFFIC INCREASES BY ROAD SYSTEMS 


Highway traffic has increased at an average rate of 6.7 percent per year since 
1936. For rural roads the average annual increase has been 8 percent, with about 
the same percentage increase on main rural roads and local rural roads. On city 
streets the increase has been at the rate of 5.5 percent annually. 

Traffic on the interstate system has increased at the rate of 8.2 percent an- 
nually since 1948. On rural sections the increase has been 7.9 percent annually, 
and on urban sections 8.8 percent annually. 

Large tratlic increases have been noted in many cases Where new modern high- 
ways have replaced inadequate facilities on main routes. Total traffic be- 
tween Houston and Galveston, Tex., increased 52 percent, from 10,900 to 16,000 
vehicles per day, following construction of the Gulf Freeway. In New England, 
the average daily traffic in 1947 was 6,400 vehicles on U. S. 1 midway between 
Portsmouth, N. H., and Portland, Maine. In 1948 the Maine Turnpike was con- 
structed adjacent and parallel to U. S. 1 between the two cities. By 1954 the 
average daily traffic on the 2 roads had increased at this point to 11,850 vehicles, 





pt Sat rete 


ANI pita Melee Whe: 





; 
e 
: 


Dit Neth vsehinet 


Se os ans <te 


at 








(he Tote vipat 


eer eee 


LF DEAN th ES Bit 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 51 


an increase of 85 percent compared to the average increase of 42.0 percent on all 
Maine roads during the same period. In Cook County, IIL, construction of the 
Edens Expressway from Chicago northward to the Lake County line resulted In 
an increase in average daily traffic, from 1950 before the eXpressway Was opened 
to 1954 after it was open, of 62 percent on parallel routes at the north city limits 
of Chicago. 

In other cases, lack of additional capacity has prevented traffic increases 
The Shirley Highway, a four-lane controlled access facility leading south from 
Washington, was opened during World War IL. Traffic on it built up rapidly 
until it reached its full capacity of about 45,000 vehicles per day in 12 and has 
since remained at that level. The twin 14th Street bridges across the Pototia 
at Washington, D. C., have been carrying an average of about 100,000 vehicles 
per day since 1952. Similarly, congestion on many city streets has resulted in 
smaller annual increases in urban traffic than would be the case if adequate 
urban highway facilities were available. 

Senator Gore. Now will you give us generally what the picture ts, 
with the privilege of correcting your remarks later‘ 

Mr. Curtiss. There las been. I think, without exception, since 
World War II ended, there has been an increase in traflic in both 
urban and rural areas in every month. What Tam saying ts that in 
December 1954 the traffic was higher than the vehicle mile travel in 
December 1953. I think that has been true without exception since 
World War IL. 

Senator Gore. That is on all categories of roads / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Has the increase been more 

Mr. Curtiss. For the United States as a whole. In some States 
there have bee 1, in some months I think, a few minuses, or there wasn't 
any material increase, but for the country as a whole there has been 
an increase every month over the cor responding month of the previous 
year. 

Senator Gore. S. 1048, the terms of this bill, follows the traditional 
formula as to allocations between secondary, urban, and primary. 
Do you think that that formula of allocation should remain? [think 
you said earlier that you thought it is basically sound ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes: I think it is sound and that it should remain. 

Senator Gore. That provides a considerable increase for secondary 
roads. Do you think that is needed ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Mr. Chairman, the need is so great in all of the States 
for all categories of highways that I don’t think I could say that any 
increase of any amount was not needed. Someone has to decide how 
much we can afford. 

Senator Gore. That is the question this committee has got to decide. 
I want to thank you for your helpful information and testimony. 

Mr. Curtiss. I have a few other exhibits for the record. 

Senator Gore. I will desist questioning. I think I have been mo 
nopolizing your time and I want to give the other members of the 
committee an opportunity to question ° vou. 

Mr. Curtiss. As I stated previously, the $875 million authorized 
for the fiscal year 1956 was made available to the States on July 1, 
1954. IT have a set of tables here showing the balances that are now 
available for programing and planning. 

Senator Gore. Will you submit that for the record 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. LT also have a pamphlet on construction costs 
that I will leave for the committee. 
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(The documents referred to above are as follows:) 


Taste 1.—Bureau of Public Roads, status of Federal-aid highway funds— 
Federal-aid, primary, secondary, urban, and interstate combined, as of Jan. 


31, 1955 





State 


a ar 
Arizona 
NS EEE EE Se: | 
eee 
0 SS ee 
SN nis eemwcinnnne 
SEE 2 ee | 
Florida 

Georgia 
i ee Se 1 ae 
Mlinois_ _ __- 
Indiana 
Iowa. 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
I aS as Ee 
ir ee 
Massachusetts...........-- ae 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
ee eee 
I silted 
Montana 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 

New Mexico 
Si et 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
I liao ilo caries oi 
SIR 5 nsGind asa ceh bead 
OO ES es See ee 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 


J. Saris 
Washington -______- 
West Virginia___ 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Hawaii 





Apportion- 
ment for 
fiscal year 
1956 


$17, 763, 655 


10, 579, 681 | 


12, 932, 618 | 


47, 108, 037 
13, 219, 598 


8, 086, 262 | 
4, 008, 462 | 


14, 516, 667 
20, 349, 497 


8, 697, 775 | 


38, 994, 956 
21, 021, 328 


18, 807, 070 | 
17, 825, 668 | 


15, 666, 480 
13, 843, 085 


6, 656, 262 | 


9, 450, 621 
16, 356, 341 
30, 012, 851 
20, 687, 898 
14, 060, 046 
24, 400, 954 
13, 531, 734 
13, 974, 282 

8, 719, 541 

4, 165, 996 
16, 783, 499 
11, 309, 801 
56, 075, 099 
21, 112, 832 
10, 126, 701 
35, 090, 777 
16, 580, 881 


12, 889, 469 | 


42, 001, 396 
4, 890, 360 
11, 294, 468 
10, 814, 995 
18, 368, 480 
52, 378, 101 
8, 426, 904 
3, 923, 036 
16, 825, 904 
14, 061, 986 
9, 613, 044 
19, 992, 478 
8, 541, 426 
3, 160, 794 
5, 148, 203 
4, 839, 501 


859, 687, 500 





Balances of apportioned funds 








Unprogramed 
Percent of 
Amount 1956 appor- 
tionment 
i 
$15, 247, 626. 74 86 
5, 172, 214. 68 49 
12, 823, 958. 51 99 
12, 081, 261. 12 26 
14, 613, 354. 76 lll 
16, 133, 395. 67 199 | 
4, 527, 843. 71 113 
12, 797, 406. 43 | RS 
19, 409, 498. 55 95 
4, 110, 466. 03 47 
28, 335, 338. 81 73 
20, 685, 060. 51 98 
14, 068, 118. 25 | 75 
15, 603, 213. 91 8S 
14, 203, 910. 19 91 
14, 042, 407. 39 101 
5, 923, 425. 99 89 | 
9, 279, 678. 39 98 | 
16, 869, 325. 93 103 
23, 813, 229. 23 79 | 
20, 982, 029. 82 | 101 
6, 417, 469. 17 46 
14, 538, 832. 30 60 
15, 599, 016. 06 115 
15, 607, 041. 55 112 
10, 337, 254.05 119 
5, 822, 138. 91 140 
22, 500, 492.19 134 
6, 455, 890. 20 57 
45, 807, 155. 20 82 
18, 591, 190. 00 88 
10, 688, 872. 80 106 
31, 062, 959. 52 89 
21, 788, 929. 90 131 
9, 476, 852. 06 74 
29, 503, 149. 80 70 
3, 838, 806. 36 79 
12, 400, 120. 39 110 
7, 378, 156. 08 68 
16, 048, 211. 00 87 
46, 233, 812. 00 88 
8, 721, 878. 80 104 
4, 852, 390. 33 124 
16, 716, 625. 07 99 
12, 215, 520. 47 87 
11, 961, 345. 74 124 
17, 461, 602. 55 87 
3, 133, 038. 44 37 
4, 170, 663. 00 132 
5, 511, 353. 25 107 
9, 622, 448. 61 | 199 


745, 185, 980. 42 


87 


Plans not approved 





Percent of 
Amount 1956 appor- 
tionment 

$24, 050, 136. 74 135 
10, 411, 015. 68 98 
17, 411, 094. 51 135 
24, 129, 710. 12 51 
18, 413, 474. 82 | 139 
16, 498, 876. 47 204 
5, 045, 593. 71 126 
23, 022, 006. 43 159 
24, 968, 735. 55 123 
9, 798, 851. 19 113 
54, 901, 951. 87 141 
38, 060, 973. 42 181 
20, 264, 694. 75 108 
20, 543, 650. 91 115 
19, 815, 347.19 126 
20, 217, 988. 39 146 
9, 661, 702. 99 145 
18, 197, 143. 39 193 
18, 863, 668. 93 115 
40, 631, 454. 23 135 
25, 389, 870. 89 123 
15, 710, 255. 17 112 
25, 282, 969. 94 104 
22, 645, 692. 79 167 
26, 760, 442. 55 191 
14, 499, 954. 05 166 
7, 038, 626. 91 169 
24, 335, 492. 19 145 
9, 863. 039. 70 87 
70, 330, 592. 21 125 
28, 362, 264. 00 134 
14, 478, 411. 40 143 
46, 137, 573. 64 131 
25, 285, 979. 50 152 
11, 933, 852. 06 93 
47, 130, 821. 80 112 
6, 788, 780. 36 139 
18, 065, 677. 39 160 
16, 207, 648. 91 150 
25, 443, 996. 00 139 
51, 526, 162. 00 98 
10, 504, 241. 80 125 
5, 417, 640. 33 138 
22, 775, 397. 24 135 
17, 532, 198. 47 125 
17, 573, 957. 74 183 
29, 451, 726. 53 147 
8, 652, 133. 44 101 
5, 972, 849. 00 189 
8, 808, 603. 25 171 
12, 556, 748. 61 259 
1, 107, 371. 671. 16 129 
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TABLE 2.—Bureau of Public Roads, status of Federal-aid primary funds, 


State 


Alabama 
Arizona - _. 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut. 
Delaware _. 
Florida. 
Georgia-_-_- 
Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Towa 

Kansas _- 
Kentucky. 
Louisiana 
Maine_._- 
Maryland_-- 
Massachusetts 
Michigan... ---- 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia_ 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin. - 
Wyoming. 
Hawaii mtr 
District of Columbia 
Puerto Rico-- cs 


Total 


ATIONAL 


HIGHWAY 


Jan. 31, 1955 


Apportionment 
for fiscal 


year 1956 ! 











i) 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 
i 00 
5, oo 
7 3. 00 
3, . 00 
12, .00 
7, 268. 00 
7, 831, 695. 80 
7, 663, 996. 00 
5, 820, 681. 90 
4, 920, 796. 00 
2, 649, 624. 00 
2, 776, 160. 00 
4, 011, OR5. 00 
9, 800, 544. 00 


042. 00 
, 645, 528. 00 
$10. 00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
. 00 
. 00 
.00 
. 00 
00 
00 
5. 00 
.cO 
.00 
$2. 00 
12. 00 
. 00 
5. 00 
.00 
00 
5, 220, 265. 00 
3, 443, 635. 00 
7, 460, 276. 00 
3, 938, O80. 00 
1, 547, 437. 00 
1, 547, 437. 00 
1, 639, 336. 00 


1x 
* 


t 
os 











310, 580, 470. 80 








$4, 306, 588. 69 
538, 515.15 

4, 800, 163. 89 

2, 139, 826. 00 

6, 113, 666.58 

3, 263, 596. 94 

1, 620, 002. 34 

3, 062, 147. 55 
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4. 80 
2, € 18 
4, &Y 
4 3 

1, 00 
1, 838, 020. 78 


3, 346, 837. 99 


226, 695, 008. 93 


1 Adjusted pursuant to approvedjF ederal-aid fundftransfers. 
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TaBLe 3.—Bureau of Public Roads, status of Federal-aid secondary funda, as of 


Jan, 31, 1955 


Balances of apportioned funds 


Apportionment 
for fiscal 
year 1956 ! 


Unprogramed Plans not approved 


State MS 
Percent of 
1956 appor 
tionment 


Percent of 
1956 appor- 
tionment 


Amount Amount 


Alabama 


$5, 221, 937. 00 




























) 2,417, 079.81 | 46 $7,117, 119.81 136 : 
Arizona 3, 216, 555. 00 2, 745, 061. 13 85 3, 664, 509. 13 114 4 
Arkansas 4, 207, 659. 00 3, 318, 752. 65 | 7u 4, 464, 188. 65 106 \ 
California 7, 463, 481. 00 4, 030, 095, 54 | 4 0, 233, 360. 54 124 & 
Colorado 3, 705, 562. 00 4, 309, 607. 81 116 5, 827, 582. 22 lM ? 
Connecticut 1, 031, 625. 00 2, 488, 246. 22 241 2, O85, 246. 22 2h) 
Delaware ] OO 1, 325, 502. 13 128 1, 504,177.13 146 3 
Florida $ 00 3, 220, 481. 48 ww 4, 270, 381. 48 127 i 
Georgia 5 00 5, 792, 685.10 | 07 7, 339, 135. 10 123 3 
Idaho 2 9. 00 1, 109, O18. 66 | 41 2, 362, 715. 66 RO 
Illinois 00 8, 839, 054. 62 | 133 18, 150, 045. 62 274 
Indiana 5, 00 | 6,446, 565, 21 | 125 13, 345, 931. 21 258 
lowa §, { 4. 00 5, 781, 155. 86 | 104 8, 317, 733. 36 149 
Kansas 5, 3 1.00 | 5,815, 672. 52 | 108 0, 367, 064. 52 175 
Kentucky 4, .00 | 4,967, 484. 34 | 103 5, 872, 885. 34 122 
Louisiana 3, 6 7.00 | 3,608, 774. 47 | 101 5, 450, 398. 47 153 4 
Maine 1, 7.00 | 2,026, 746. 68 | 107 2, 874, O11. 68 152 5 
Maryland 1,6 9. 00 2, 322, 329. 25 137 3, 179, 292. 25 187 3 
Massachusetts 1, 4 OO | 1, 505, 309, 05 101 2, 242, 652. 95 151 
Michigan 5, 980,275.00 | 5, 523, 634. 14 | 92 | 9,097, 209.14 | 152 
Minnesota fh, 00 8, 519, 98S. 10 147 | 10,472, 518. 48 | 181 i 
Mississippi i, 00 3, O71, 429. 17 65 5, 840, 154.17 | 124 ; 
Missouri 5, 5. 30 8, 278, 139. 07 143 | 13, 781, 968.07 | 238 q 
Montana 4,: 00 5, SOS, 126 §, 807, 303. 43 204 f 
Nebraska 4.: 00 4, 50: | 103 10, 206, 113, 12 234 é 
Nevada 2, 2.00 5, 101, 707. 15 | 187 5, 628, 381.15 203 i 
New Hampshire 1, 00 2, 257, 402. 90 219 2, 272, 876. 90 | 220 
New Jersey 1, 373, OO 2, 930, 898. 42 | 218 4,115, 898. 42 300 
New Mexico 3, 526, 748. 00 1, 466, 644, 37 42 3, 568, 850.87 | 101 = 
New York h, 00 6, 028, 975. 65 101 7, 592, 162. 65 | 128 $ 
North Carolina 6, 6 00 §, 220, 266. 00 78 9, 841, 511.00 147 t 
North Dakota 3.3 :. 00 4, 443, 141. 61 134 6, O14, 852. 61 Is] 3 
Ohio ¥ 33. 00 73 156 | 13, 432, 808. 73 | 201 
Oklahoma 4, 1. 00 . 02 | 151 8, 570, 237. 80 177 } 
Oregon 57. 00 93 0 4, 882, 341.93 | 129 a 
Pennsylvania 2.00 3, 82 21 7, 181, 105, 82 108 4 
Rhode Island 5. 00 99 | i) 1, 384, 998. 99 | 134 3 
South Carolina 1. 00 3, 44 | v7 4, 713, 152. 44 | 134 } 
South Dakota 00 2, 3. 07 77 6, 165,011.90 | 75 . 
‘Tennessee 5, 0} 63 129 9, 825, 997. 00 184 
Texas 13, OO} 15,6 114 17, 596, 137. 00 128 
Utah 2, 00 2, 54 117 3, 318, 207.03 | 152 
Vermont 1, 031, 625. 00 1, 97 1, 358, 649. 10 | 132 
Virginia 4, 661, 747. 00 4,8 103 8, 225, 314. 41 176 
Washington 3, 487, 400. 00 2.6 76 4, 759, 177.91 136 
West Virginia 2, 097, 967, 00 6, 204 &, 197, 481. 62 273 
Wisconsin 5, 205, 165. 00 4 vl 9, 039, 454. 12 174 
W yoming 2, 668, 860,00 | 12 | 2, 682, 778. 66 101 
Hawaili 1, 031, 625. 00 | | 137 2, 844, 198.00 | 276 
District of Columbia 1, 031, 625, 00 82 1, 610, 404. 69 156 
Puerto Rico 1, 713, 145. 00 109 4, 805, 033. 73 281 
Total_. | 204, 938, 365. 30 | 214, 645, 583. 16 105 | 334, 991, 712. 23 163 
Adjusted pursuant to approved Federal-aid fund transfers. 
; 
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TaBLeE 4.—Bureau of Public Roads, status of Federal-aid urban funds, as of 
Jan. 31, 1955 









4 

7 

x 

8 Balances of apy if 

i 

¥ Apportionment Unprogramed Plans not | 

a State for fiscal 

y year 1956 

4 Percent of | t 

5 Amount 1956 appor A mou 56 apy 

» Alabama $2, 266, 452. 00 $4, 603, 443. 24 , $ 42, 043. 24 
Arizona 672, 891. 00 732, 430. 14 "0 09, 430.14 
Arkansas 067, 757. 00 1, 784, 319. 97 x4 ’ ART GO ~ 
California 15, 378, 016. 00 4, 384, GO5. 5S oy { ‘ ‘ 
Colorado 1, 437, 773. 00 1, 731, 662. 09 P S19, 144. 00 
Connecticut 3, 350, 400. 00 8, 520, 864. 10 ) & 668. 344. 
Delaware 54, 700. 00 IRT GRD. 24 0 18 m4 
Florida 3, 102, 050. 00 4 120. 392. 40 6. 604. 302 4 
(ieorgia 2, 521, 183. 00 3, O21, 277. 40 , 2s i 
Idaho $32, 940. 00 KO, 721. 87 00. GOS & 
Illinois 12, 098, 383. 00 14, 487, 902. 4 a Oe } 
Indiana 4, 138, 722. 00 4, 800, 935. 22 S, ( f 
lowa 1, 848, 409. 20 1, 719,19 i ) 
Kansas 1, 625, 973. 00 1, 190, 104 ti ; ‘ 
Kentucky 1, », 525. 00 1. G25, GOO. 4¢ 14. ¢ ‘ 
Louisiana 2, 535, 907. 00 2, 603. 213. ¢ (M 47.7 ‘ 1s 
Maine 723, 013. 00 1, 278, 349. ¢ WI. 349. ¢ ' 
Maryland 2, 936, 043. 00 4.7990. 259. 61 f & 8RR 30 ay 
Massachusetts 7, 200, 476. 00 8, 318, 567. 92 l s ( } 
Michigan 8, 051, 625. 00 5. 339, 919. 40 tit 12, 227.019. 4 
Minnesota 2, 817, 034. 00 3, 772, 295. 92 4 185, 158.9 S4 
Mississippi 957, 795. 00 903, 511. O7 FI 1, 584, 813. 07 lt 
Missouri 4, 686, 469. 70 5, 838, 046, 88 q 6, 993, 903, 88 149 
Montana 107, 361. 00 661, 848.85 163 8A), 400.8 211 
Nebraska 1, 014, 628. 00 2, 257, 385. 92 272 9 454. 035. 92 245 
Nevada 131, 752. 00 442, 000. 37 33 $42, 000. 37 ; 

4 New Hampshire 00 237, 264. 20 i 248 O48. 20 44 

' New Jersey oo 8, 061, O85, 87 106 % 711. OSS. 87 1] 
New Mexico 00 506, 604. 31 1OF 770, O81, 31 136 
New York 00 17, 781, 160. 20 77 1 137 
North Carolina 00 2, 788, 044. 00 125 ; 152 
North Dakota OO 528, 020. 78 Ix] 1 
Ohio 10, 010, 967. 00 3, 920. 203. 18 a9 11,1 111 
Oklahoma 1, 890, 029. 00 3, 439, 871. 54 IS2 a 20% 
Oregon 1, 387, 166. 00 1, 446, 495. 00 104 2 174 
Pennsylvania 13, 096, 579. 00 4, 065, 046.81 38 16 12% 
Rhode Island 1, 236, 688. 00 1, 135, 611. 08 Q2 2 18Q 
South Carolina 1, 190, 023. 00 2, 023, 541. 54 170 2 a4 
South Dakota 336, 008. 00 20, 609. 81 f ORR. 674. 8] 204 
‘Tennessee 2, 501, 615. 00 1, 250, 228. 00 ) 4.591. 752. 00 184 
l'exas 8, 287, 665. 00 &, 763, G28. 00 1M &. S17. G28. 00 n 
Utah 806, 035. 00 692, 354. 92 RO G18. 494. 92 114 
Vermont 269, 364. 00 $32, 044. 59 161 132, 044. 59 161 
Virginia 2, 697, 681. 00 3, 340, 124. 56 124 4, 507, 112. OF 167 
Washington 2, 610, 298. 00 2, 435, 524. 76 93 3, 674, 878. 76 14} 
West Virginia 1, 125, 885. 00 1, 225, 202. 94 109 1. 638, 370. 94 145 
Wisconsin 3, 387, 619. 00 3, 950, 121. 54 117 6, 645, 770. 54 106 
W yoming 188, 100. 00 28, 931. 44 15 244, 569. 44 130) 
Hawaii 581, 732. 00 935, 544. 00 161 1, 248, 277. 214 
District of Columbia 1, 494, 531. 00 1, 750, 817. 78 117 3, 083, 317. 78 206 
Puerto Rico : 1, 487, 020. 00 2, 870, 876. 89 193 3, 343, 376. 89 225 

Total. admin 172, 231, 163.90 | 164, 971, 190. 67 96 252, 190, 405. 6S 14¢ 


Adjusted pursuant to approved Federal-aid fund transfers 
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Taste 5.—Bureau of Public Roads, status of Federal-Aid Interstate funds, as of 
Jan, 31, 1955 


Balances of apportioned funds 





















Apportionment Unprogramed Plans not approved 
State for fiscal ae 
year 1056 
; Percent of Percent of 
Amount 1956 appor- Amount 1956 appor 
tionment tionment 
Alabama $3, 536, 466. 00 $3, 830, 515.00 | 108 | $4, 079, 515.00 Is 
Arizona 1, 967, 160.00 | 1, 156, 208. 26 | iY 1, 074, 715. 26 1M) 
Arkansas 2, 500, 144. 00 2, 911, 722. 00 | 116 2, 017, O89. 00 117 
California 0, 770, 900.00 | 1, 526, 434. 00 16 2, 372, 998. 00 24 ; 
Colorado 2, 303, 899.00 | 2, 368, 417. 98 | 103 2, 510, 731. 02 100 : 
Connecticut 1, 656,627.00 | 1,851, 688, 41 | 112 1, 851, 688. 41 112 : 
Delaware 1, 074, 610.00 | 1, 194, 657.00 | lll 1, 196, 485. 00 lll i 
Florida 2, 030, 809. 00 2, 376, 385. 00 81 2, 851, 385. 00 7 4 
Georgia 4, 043, 068, 00 4, 113, 368.00 | 102 | = 4, 113, 368.00 | 102 ; 
Idaho 1, 734, 315. 00 | 1, 734, 315. 00 100 1, 734, 315. 00 | 100) | 
! Illinois 8, 105, 625. 00 3, 634, 441.00 | 45 | 5, 930, 025.00 | 73 ; 
Indiana 4, 219, 185. 00 4, 155, 898. 00 99 | 4, 237, 066.00 | 100 5 
lowa 3, 545,901.00 | 4, 000, 564. 00 113 4, 009, 605. 00 | 118 4 
Kansas 3, 169, 063. 00 1, 680, 054.00 | 53 1, 902, 267. 00 63 a 
Kentucky 3, 216,870.00 | = 2, 900, 841.00 | wo 3, 065, 057. 00 123 
Louisiana . 2, 824, 725. 00 2, 824, 725. 00 100 2, 836, 443. 00 100 
Maine 1, 387, 518.00 | 250, 643.00 | 1S 1, 429, 955. 00 | 103 
Maryland 2, 041, 509.00 | $2, 100, 00 2) 2,073, 609.00 | 102 ; 
Massachusetts 3, O55, 217. 00 3, 655, 217, 00 100 | 3, 655, 217.00 | 100 : 
Michigan 6, 180,407.00 | 2,714, 574. 60 44 | 6, 083, 574. 69 | Ws . 
Minnesota 3,809, 1638.00 | 3,812, 182. 00 OS | 3,874, 362. 00 ww 
Mississippi 2, 754, 064. 00 | 1, 380, 125. 00 | iO 3, 076, 381.00 | 112 
Missouri 4, 707, 609. 00 | 6, 272. 62 (') 796, 211. 62 | 17 
Montana 2, 419, 110. 00 2, 683, 309. 00 | 111 | 3, 409, 192. 86 141 4 
Nebraska 2, 436, 110, 00 2. 874, 842. 61 118 | 2,874, 842. 61 118 ; 
Nevada 1, 785, 146. 00 1, 442, 249. 00 | Sl 1, 442, 249. 00 81 4 
New Hampshire 1, 074, 610.00 | 1, O58, 491. GO | Os 1, 314, 089. 00 122 9 
New Jersey 3, 753, 573. 00 | 3, 875, 324. 00 103 3, 875, 324. 00 | 108 : 
New Mexico 2, 081,652.00 | 1, 110, 550. 84 | 53 | 1,110, 550.84 53 2 
New York 12, 160, 327.00 | 11, 977, 923. 00 | 99 | 12, 195, 882. 00 | 100 q 
North Carolina 4, 380,315.00 | 4, 380, 315, 00 100 | 4, 398, 920. 00 100 { 
North Dakota 1, 926,290.00 | — 1, 584,878. 92 82 | 1, 948, 656. 92 101 
Ohio 7, 369, 446. 00 7, 369, 446, 00 100 | 2, 621. 00 100 3 
i Oklahoma 3, O04, 245. 00 3, 110, 317. 00 101 , 199. 00 118 ; 
i Oregon 2, 330, 696. 00 1, 087, 736. 00 47 | , 736. 00 | 47 i 
i Pennsylvania ¥, 134, 669. 00 9, 134, 669, 00 100 M, 242. 00 100 { 
' Rhode Island 1, 074, 610. 00 1, 074, 610. 00 | 100 | 74, 610. 00 100 . 
South Carolina 2, 331, 582. 00 2, 206, 560. 00 | OR | 5, 608. 00 100 % 
South Dakota 381. 00 2, O54, 856. 33 | 102 , 343. 33 120 : 
Tennessee 3, O89, 779. 00 4, 281, 243. 00 | 116 3, 589. 00 118 : 
Texas 9, 889, 608, 00 6, 458, 672. 00 | 65 5, 872. 00 85 i 
Utah 1, 661, 565. 00 1, 707, 734. 00 | 103 707, 734. 00 | 103 ! 
Vermont | 1074,610.00 | 1,170,970. 00 | 109 970. 00 | 109 
Virginia | 3, 468, 488. 00 2, 941, 078. 00 | 85 078. 00 100 
Washington 2, 744, 023. 00 2, 610, 763. 00 | 95 51, 923. 00 97 
West Virginia 2, 045, 557. 00 2, 045, 557. 00 100 | , 671.00 | 100 
Wisconsin 3, 039, 418. 00 3, 939, 418.00 | 100 , 655. 00 | 124 
Wyoming | 1, 746, 386. 00 1, 407, 727. 00 | 81 , 727.00 SI 
District of Columbia. ._. 1, 074,610.00 | 1, 074, 610. 00 100 610. 00 100 
| 
Total 171, 937, 500.00 | 138, 874, 197. 66 | 81 | 160, 418, 858. 56 93 
' ! 
1 Less than 1 percent. 
i 
' 
. 
: 
i] 
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Price TRENDS FoR FeperaL-Alp Highway Constrructrion, FourrH Quarrer 114 
(Construction Branch—Table 3) 
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Bureau of Public Roads, Francis V. du Pont, Commissioner ) 


Price index for Federal-aid highway construction, 193825-29 base 


Year 


Ist quarter 
2d quarter 
3d quarter 
ith quarter 
Average 
Ist quarter 
2d quarter 
3d quarter 
ith quarter 
Average 
Ist quarter 
2d quarter 
3d quarter 
ith quarter 
Average 
Ist quarter 
2d quarter 
3d quarter 
ith quarter 
Average 
1925-29 





tu 
104 
124.0 
106.6 
WL 6 
09.1 
108. 4 
119.3 

\ 


107 


O45 
106, 3 
111.4 
113.7 
108, 5 
110.0 
112.8 
115.4 
117. § 
110 
114 
114 
112.0 
105. 1 
102.3 
108, 6 
101.4 
100.9 
101 
100. 0 
100. 9 
100. 0 


Ft 


‘ Base for composite mile, 1925-29, involves 
15,000 pounds reinforcing steel, 4,325 pounds 


mcrete 
pavement 
B 
t 

> Re i wy 

sid Sub forcit ‘] : 
meee Ox steel «| ete 

uare ( hi 
yard Po d I d 1 
1. sf s 1 ( 1 1 s | s 
16S t iF i . 14 ss 
1.44 4.8 i i s 

1. 67 1 s it 
1 85.8 3 - w4 
100 a5 8 44 2 s » ~ 
1.91 RH. 0 Mit Wid , x2 9 
1.80 5.1 hts ; 14 
1.72 7 M4 ' » OM s ‘ 
1.73 78 O44 ; ’ 
1.68 74.6 Y 1m 1 avy ¢ 
1.87 S4.1 t 21.44 ().® x1 4 
2 39 | 107.9 yn | } 108.5 
2.7 122.3 ; ) 14 { 
2.45 | 110.6 4 ‘ " 14 
2.38 | 107.4 Wy2 $2 ' 
6 11a ( 8.79 4 ) 
$01) 13 13 “4 | 196.9 
3.37 | 151.9 8 8 ' 9 
3.40 | 153.1 104 rT i 0.3 § 
3. 32 ] 5 in 134 4 "4 
3. 41 158. 3 116 180 0.12 | 230.4 10, ¢ 
3.48 | 156.9 119 0 1.4 244.4) 152.4 
3. 51 158. 3 22 182 ug. 21 242 l 
3. 65 14. 6 23 187 f l 244 
3.54 | 159.5 20 18 2.07 | 237.8 ; 
3.71 167.3 123 Is4 2.97 | 242 3 
3.78 170. 4 122 178 1.S0 1 lt ] 
3. 74 168. 6 126 ’ ' 2 4 t t 
3. 97 179. 0 | 2¢ l 69 24 ‘ 
3.80 | 171.3 24 1st AA. 247.8 AZ 
3.96 | 178.8 121 192 3. 91 245.4 165.9 
3.73 | 168.2 120 1s) 51.67 | 2 l 158 
3.81 171 123 10 54.0 247. ¢ 4 
3.76 | 169.5 123 4.48 | 245. ( ’ 
3.82 172.0 122 st 3.53 | 243.8 lt), 2 
3. 63 163.7 11s 174 2. 00 233.0 ] 
$03 9 163.7 11 ] 4). 61 229. 1 1 
3. 53 159. 2 I lt 50). 64 22y. 0 144. 2 
3.72 167.7 ll 40 226.8 2.4 
3.63 1638. ¢ 11 167 .91 220.9 151 
2.22 100.0 . 052 067 22.15 100.0 LUt 

17,491 cubic yards of excavation, 3,726 square yards of paving, 
structural steel and 68 cubic yards of structural concrete 
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Price index for FederaLlaid highway construction, calculated for various bases’ 


Structures 












Common | Concrete — a Com 
, , om ao Reinfore-|  Struc- Strue- Total me 
ing tural tural struc 
steel | steel | concrete tures 
1940 base 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 
Average, 1046 168. 0 57.5 166.7 170.4 202. 3 ISK. 0 i. 1 
Average, 1047 183.0 178.0 205.6 | 208. 7 240.1 224.8 ISS. 6 
Average, 1948 202. 3 200. 6 239. 5 | 250. 4 266.0 255. 6 211.3 
Average, 1049 182. 1 202. 1 231.1 | 231.8 247.1 240.1 203. 6 
Average, 1950 160, 2 107.8 221.1 221.0 232. 8 227.6 192.4 
Average, 1051 186.5 210.6 268. 6 285.9 271.7 271.5 214.7 
Average, 1052 193. 6 220.2 280. 3 206. 6 284. 3 282. 0 226.9 
1953 
Ist quarter 104.7 7 274.0 304.9 281.2 280. 1 231.7 
2d quarter Ig0. 0 271.8 286. 8 200. 5 270.7 221.4 
3d quarter 178.3 S 278, 1 SILLS 282. 1 282.6 222.6 
4th quarter 173.4 s 277.2 278.7 284, 2 279. 7 219. 1 
Average 184.1 l 275.3 205. 5 279.3 278. 3 223. 7 
104: 
Ist Quarter 172.0 | 216.1 200.5 277.4 271.3 267.0 212.3 
2d quarter 171.0 216.1 00. 3 265. 9 264.0 261.5 211.0 
3d quarter | 172.0 210.1 263.0 26.2 24.2 262.4 208. 4 
4th quarter | 169.6 221.4 250. 1 251.8 262.9 258. 9 212.8 
Average 171.2 215.9 200. 7 205. 3 265. 6 262. 5 211) 
1046 base 100.0 | 100, 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 
Average 1947 109.3 113.4 123.3 116.4 118.2 119.6 113.6 
Average 1048 120. 3 | 27.2 143. 7 130. 6 131.5 136.0 127.1 
Average 1049 108. 4 128. 2 138. 7 120. 2 122.1 | 127.7 122. 5 
Average 1950 05.3 125.4 132.7 123. 2 115.0} 121.1 | 115.8 
Average 1951 111.0 133. 5 160.4 158.8 134. 2 | 144.4 | 129. 2 
Average 1952 115.2 | 143.4 166.5 14.3 140.5 | 180.5 136. 6 
1953-—Ist quarter 115.8 149.4 162.7 168. 9 139.0) = 149.0 | 139. 4 
2d quarter 112.9 140.8 161.4 158.8 133.2 = 0 133. 2 
3d quarter 106, 0 143.8 165.1 72.5 139. 4 | 190.3 133. 0 
4th quarter | 103, 2 141.9 164.6 14.3 140.4 | 148.8 131.8 
Average 109. 5 144.0 163. 5 163. 6 138.0 148. 0 134. 6 
1954— Ist quarter 102.3 137.0 | 16.7 153.6 134.1 | oy 0 127.7 
2d quarter 101.7 137.0 1M. 6 147.3 130, 5 | 139. 1 127.0 
3d quarter 102.3 | 133.2 | 156.2 147.4 130.5 139.6 125.4 
ith quarter 100.9 | 140.4 | 153.9 130. 4 120.9 | 137.7 128. 1 
Average 101.8 136.9 164.9 146.9 131.3 139. 6 | 127.1 
PREVIOUS QUARTER BASE 
[Figures below show the index for each quarter as compared with each preceding quarter] 
1953— Ist quarter 103.9 W. 7 96.0 100.5 100. 4 oy. 1 100.6 
2d quarter 07.5 4.2 o. 2 4.0 95.8 06. 6 05. 5 
3d quarter 93.9 102.1 102.3 108. 6 104.6 104.4 100. 6 
4th quarter 97.3 QS, 7 99.7 | 89. 5 100.8 99.0 | 98.4 
1954— Ist quarter 9. 2 06. 5 94.0 09. 5 95. 4 95. 5 96.9 
2d quarter 90. 4 | 100.0 99.9 95.9 97.3 97.9 | oO. 4 
3d quarter 100.6 | 97.2 101.0 | 100. 1 100.1 | 100. 4 | a8. 8 
! 


4th quarter 8.6 105. 4 | vs. 5 4. 6 ww. 5 S. 6 102 
' Same quantities used as for 1925-29 base. 


Mr. Curritss. Compared to costs in 1940, the ave age bid price in 
dex in 1954 was 211.1. That is a reduction from 223.7 for 1953. I 
would like to show you one more chart (Fig. 2) which shows the 
effect of the changed purchasing power of the dollar with respect 
to highways. 
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PRICE TRENDS IN HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 


AVERAGES FOR 1925 TO 1929 TAKEN AS GASE 


oronw't one 








-_ Sa . 
f pS oT oT Pee 
A WN] nn 
: + f ~t fr — 
—~ f 
a me a 's * 
| to —, 4 oN 
“NL peas Sedentien “-y NS { 
. + + # “7 
‘ 4 eo 
e = V . 
oo} 4-4 - a A baint caked -~ LA 
TrTrTerry reat tt Corer 
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION PUT IN PLACE 
1400 _— 1400 
1200 1200 
B® ACTUAL - 
S 
1000 1000 
& ADJUSTED TO 1940 3 
BID PRICES es 
800 800 S 
; 
600 | 600 + 
°o 
oO 
40 400 < 
oO 
4 200 
i ° 
1924 940 1950 


CALENDAR YEARS 








60 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


We have taken the year 1940 as a base year. This is in millions of 
dollars and it is the’ value of Federal-aid highway construction put 
in place. It shows the actual dollar value in the year in which the 
construction was done from 1924 to 1954. The crosshatched bar is 
the actual value of the ve ‘The black bar is adjusted to 1940 prices. 
Relating that to the year 1954, it means that while something over 
1 billion 200 million auiiere worth of work was put in place, ‘if the 
1940 prices had prevailed the cost would have been about $575 mil- 
lion. ‘That is one reason why larger sums are needed to carry on our 
highway program now. 

[ have just one more exhibit. I thought the committee might be 
interested in the events that led up to the provision for the National 
System of Interstate Highways which we normally refer to as the 
Interstate System. 

I have a statement here which I will leave for the record. It dates 
back to a requirement in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1938 for a 
report which was made to the Congress. I would like to submit that 
for the record, 

Senator Gore. Without objection it will be printed in the record. 

(The document referred to above is as follows:) 


ORIGIN AND Hisrory OF THE NATIONAL SysrTeM oF INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 


TOLL ROADS AND FREE ROADS 


The National System of Interstate Highways had its origin in the language 
of section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1938, which provided that— 

“The Chief of the Bureau of Public Roads is hereby directed to investigate 
and make a report of his findings and recommend to the Congress not later than 
February 1, 1939, with respect to the feasibility of building, and cost of, super- 
highways not exceeding three in number, running in a gneral direction from 
the eastern to the western portion of the United States, and not exceeding three 
in number, running in a general direction from the northern to the southern 
portion of the United States, including the feasibility of a toll system on such 
roads.” 

In accordance with this direction an investigation was made and reconnais- 
sance locations of six highways answering the general description contained 
in the act were projected. A report entitled ‘Toll Roads and Free Roads” 
Was submitted to the Congress by the President on April 27, 1939. 

The report covered the feasibility and cost of the six superhighways selected 
and indicated conclusively that financing the full cost of such highways by di- 
rect toll collections was not possible. 

The report discussed at length the development of the composite street and 
highway systems of the country and presented general outlines of what, in ef- 
fect, was a master highway plan for the Nation. The composite plan called for 
appropriate and coordinated contributions by the Federal and State Govern- 
ments and by all county and municipal subdivisions. 

Primary importance was attached in the report to the designation and progres- 
sive improvement of a system of direct interregional highways designed to 
facilitate the long and expeditious movements necessary in the national defense 
and similarly, long-distance travel of motorists in their own vehicles. 


HIGHWAYS FOR THE NATIONAL DEFENSE 


In 1940 the President of the United States directed a study by the Admin- 
istrator of the Federal Works Agency, as follows: 

“In order that we may be assured of the adequacy of our highway system 
to meet the needs of our national defense, I would like you, in cooperation with 
the Advisory Commission to the Council of National Defense and the War and 
Navy Departments, to have the Public Roads Administration of your Agency 
make a survey of our highway facilities from the viewpoint of national defense 
and advise me as to any steps that appear necessary. 
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“I suggest that particular attention be paid to the strength of bridges, th: 
width of strategic roads, adequacy of ingress to and egress from urban centers 
and the servicing of existing and proposed Army, Navy, and Air bases. * * °° 

A report was prepared and submitted to the President on February 1, 141. The 
report recommended two general programs of highway improvement necessary 
to correct deficiencies then current. The first was a program intended to suppl) 
needed highway facilities for specific defense operations relating to reservation 
roads, access roads, and tactical roads. The second general program reco! 
mended improvement of a connected system of highways which had been previ 
ously designated by the War and Navy Departments as the routes of principal 
importance from the standpoint of national defense. The network consisted of 
a system of main trunk routes totaling approximately 74,600 miles, and auxiliary 
paralleling roads with cross connections at frequent intervals 

The network included routes joining innportant centers of defense industry and 
all military and naval concentration points. Its main lines, with few exceptions, 
were embraced within the Federal-aid highway system and included all routes 
of the interregional highway system previously recommended in the 1930 report 
on toll roads and free roads. 


INTERREGIONAL HIGHWAYS 


On April 14, 1941, the President of the United States appointed a National 
Interregional Highway Committee of seven members to review existing data and 
surveys and to prepare a report outlining and recommending a limited system 
of national highways designed to provide a basis for improved 
transportation. 

Section 5 of Public Law 146, TSth Congress, approved July 13, 1943, authorized 
and directed the Commissioner of Public Roads to make a survey of the need 
for a system of express highways throughout the United States, the number of 
such highways needed, the approximate routes which they should follow, and the 
approximate cost of construction ; and to report to the President and to Congress 
the results of the survey together with such recommendations for legislation as 
deemed advisable. 

A report was prepared and submitted by the President to the Congress on 
January 12, 1944, recommending the designation and improvement to high 
standards of a national system of rural and urban highways totaling approxi 
mately 34,000 miles and interconnecting the principal geographic regions of the 
country. The recommended system followed in general the routes of existing 
Federal-aid highways. It was expected that when fully improved the system 
would meet to optimum degree the needs of interregional and intercity trans 
portation. It was pointed out that its development would establish a transcon 
tinental network of modern roads essential to the future economic welfare and 
defense of the Nation, 


interregiona 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1044 


Section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 provided that: 

“There shall be designated within the continental United States a National 
System of Interstate Highways not exceeding 40,000 miles in total extent so 
located as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metropoli- 
tan areas, cities, and industrial centers, to serve the national defense, and to 
connect at suitable border points with routes of continental importance in the 
Dominion of Canada and the Republic of Mexico. The routes of the National 
System of Interstate Highways shall be selected by joint action of the State 
highway departments of each State and the adjoining States, as provided by 
the Federal Highway Act of November 9, 1921, for the selection of the Federal- 
aid system. All highways or routes included in the National System of Inter- 
state Highways as finally approved, if not already included in the Federal-aid 
highway system, shall be added to said system without regard to any mileage 
limitation.” 

The legislation enacted in 1944 did not provide a separate classification of funds 
specifically for application on the National System of Interstate Highways. 
Funds authorized for the Federal-aid primary system and for projects on the 
primary system in urban areas were available for the improvement of sections of 
the Interstate System. 
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The National System of Interstate Highways was designated in accordance 
with this requirement of the 1944 act as follows: 


“FEDERAL WorKs AGENCY 
“OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 
“CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL OF A NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 


“Pursuant to the act approved December 20, 1944, entitled ‘The Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944,’ I hereby certify— 

“First. That, as required by the said act, there has been designated within 
the continental United States a National System of Interstate Highways not 
exceeding 40,000 miles in total extent so located as to connect by routes, as 
direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial 
centers, to serve the national defense, and to connect at suitable border points 
with routes of continental importance in the Dominion of Canada and the Re- 
public of Mexico. 

“Second. That the routes of the said National System of Interstate High- 
ways have been selected by joint action of the State highway departments of 
each State and the adjoining States, as provided by the Federal Highway Act 
of November 9, 1921, for selection of the Federal-aid highway system. 

“Third. That the selection of routes by the State highway departments has 
been reviewed by the Public Roads Administration to determine its compliance 
with the requirements and purposes of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. In 
certain instances in which routes selected by the highway departments of 
adjoining States failed to connect at State boundaries essential modification and 
revision of State-selected routes has been made. The system, as so revised 
and modified, has been recommended to me by the Public Roads Administration ; 
and I hereby approve the same in accordance with the authority vested in me 
by the Federal Highway Act of November 9, 1921, the President’s Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 1, effective July 1, 1989, and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1944; and 

“Fourth. That the National System of Interstate Highways selected and 
modified or revised as aforesaid, is comprised of routes, approximately 37,681 
miles in total extent, as shown in their general location on a map which is at- 
tached hereto, and made a part of this certification. 

“As provided by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, all highways or routes 
included in the National System of Interstate Highways as shown on the map 
attached and hereby approved, if not already included in the Federal-aid 
highway system, are hereby ordered to be added to the said system without 
regard to any mileage limitation. 

“Done at the City of Washington this 2d day of August, 1947. 

“PHiIvip B. FLEMING, 
“Major General, U. S. A., Administrator.” 


HIGHWAY NEEDS OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE 


Section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948 provided that: 

“The Commissioner of Public Roads is hereby directed to cooperate with the 
State highway departments in a study of the status of improvement of the 
National System of Interstate Highways, designated in accordance with the 
provisions of section 7 of the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1944; to invite the 
cooperation and suggestions of the Secretary of Defense and the National Secu- 
rity Resources Board as to their indicated or potential needs for improved high- 
ways for the national defense; and to supplement, not later than April 1, 1949, 
the report dated February 1, 1941, entitled ‘Highways for the National Defense’ 
(77th Cong., Ist sess.), to reflect current conditions and deficiencies.” 

Pursuant to this direction of Congress a detailed study of the status of im- 
provement of the National System of Interstate Highways was made with the 
cooperation of the State highway departments. The Secretary of Defense and 
the National Security Resources Board provided cooperation through suggestions 
of the indicated or potential needs for improved highways for the national 
defense. A report entitled “Highway Needs of the National Defense” was 
submitted to the Congress on June 30, 1949, which reflected the conditions and 
principal deficiencies of the highway systems in the United States existing 
December 31, 1948, as they were believed to affect the national defense. The 
report presented information in detail concerning the condition of the highways 
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of the country and their fitness to meet defense and civil needs, with particular 
reference to the National System of Interstate Highways. 

The report pointed out that Federal-aid funds authorized for primary and 
urban Federal-aid systems were currently being allotted to projects on the 
interstate system at the rate of approximately $75 million annually. It was 
suggested that no other highway expenditure of the Federal Government is 
more clearly justified by the National interest involved. 

To provide for improvement of the interstate system at a rate not slower 
than the essential minimum the report suggested that consideration be given 
to the advisability of an authorization of additional Federal appropriations 
earmarked for expenditure only on the interstate system in urban and rural 
areas. It was suggested also that funds so authorized should be apportioned 
among the States in such proportions as to permit substantially equal progress 
in the correcting of existing deficiencies in all States, and that in view of the 
extraordinary interstate and national interest attaching to the system, Federal 
participation in the cost of improvements at a ratio greater han he normal 50 
percent would seem appropriate, 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1952 


Section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952 provided that: 

“For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and improve- 
ment, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the National System of 
Interstate Highways, designated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated the additional sum of $25 million for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1954, and a like additional sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955. 
The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the 
several States in the manner now provided by law for the apportionment of 
Federal-aid primary funds; Provided, That the Federal share payable on account 
of any project provided for by funds made available under the provisions of 
this section shall be determined in the same manner as now provided by law for 
projects on said Federal-aid primary system.” 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Section 2 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 provided that: 

“For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and improve- 
ment, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the National System of 
Interstate Highways, including extensions thereof through urban areas, desig- 
nated in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the 
additional sum of $175 million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like 
ndditional sum for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1957. The sum herein author- 
ized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the several States in the 
following manner: one-half in the ratio which the population of each State 
bears to the total population of all the States, as shown by the latest available 
Federal census: Provided, That no State shall receive less than three-fourths 
of 1 per centum of the money so apportioned; and one-half in the manner now 
provided by law for apportionment of funds for the Federal-aid primary system: 
Provided further, That the Federal share payable on account of any project on 
the National System of Interstate Highways provided for by funds made available 
under the provisions of this section shall be increased to 60 per centum of the 
total cost thereof, plus a percentage of the remaining 40 per centum of such cost 
in any State containing unappropriated and unreserved public lands and non- 
taxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, exceeding 5 per centum of the total 
area Of all lands therein, equal to the percentage that the area of such lands 
in such State is of its total area. 


Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Nevpercer. I think Commissioner Curtiss has given me a 
lot of useful information, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate very much 
the facts which he has brought out. They are very, very helpful. I 
would like to ask one question, if I may. 

Can you comment on the one reference in the C lay committee re 
port which I asked Mr. du Pont about? The reason I repeat it is 
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because it is quite 2 paramount issue in my State. That is regarding 
the ¢ ‘lay recommendations, so-called, for Spec ial credits to be give hh 
to States that operate toll roads. Have you reached any cone lusions 
on that particular recommendation ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. For the reasons indicated by Mr. du Pont I do not 
think it would be appropriate for me to comment officially on that, 

Senator NEUBERGER. Can you give me your personal opinion ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I am afraid not. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you for the information you did give. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. I am very appreciative of the information the 
Commissioner has given us. On this matter of giving the State; 
credit for toll roads I have been very much confused. The chairman 
and I have been discussing it. I wonder how a State can be given 
credit because these toll roads are owned by the bondholders until they 
are paid in full. So I am just wondering. I have great admiration 
for both you and Mr. du Pont. I have given a lot of study to it and 
I cannot come to a satisfactory conclusion myself. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think, Senator Martin, that that is one of the ques- 
tions that will have to be given very serious consideration and further 
discussion. 

Senator Martin. As I understand it you and Mr. du Pont will both 
be available for other meetings of the committee. I am just not sure 
ubout the thing myself. I am a great believer in the toll-road system. 
We had the original toll road in Pennsylvania and it has Seri ‘A 
very satisfactory. thing. 

But the thing that this committee and all of us have to give very 
serious consideration to is that there are only about 8,000 miles in 
the United States on the Interstate System that would be self-liqui- 
dating. There have been a few toll roads already started, 1 am told, 
that have gotten into financial trouble. So it is a matter that is going 
to have to have very careful consideration by all of us. It is a fine 
way to build roads if there is traffic enough to liquidate the indebted- 
ness. But just because we have a desire to do it—I think there is a 
magnificent road between Washington City and Philadelphia that is 
alreaty built that could be taken over in some way and tolled. Of 
course there would be great objection to that. That I think would be 
self-liquidating. I hope we could build one from here to Harrisburg, 
Pa., but I am afraid there is not traffic enough to support it. 

This matter of toll roads is a big problem. How to give a State 
credit for a toll road which the State does not own is a matter to 
which I have given serious consideration. 

Senator Gore. Does the Department think the Bureau will be able 
to enlighten the committee further on toll roads ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think the Department will be in a better position 
after the message comes up to discuss it with the committee. 

Senator Gore. As of now—and it is drawi ing close to the time for 
the Senate to meet—you think the basic formula of allocation as 
bet ween secondary, primary, and urban, is sound 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. And you think the amounts recommended for those 
categories of roads in S. 1048 are needed / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Gore. And that construction facilities and materials are 
available for that type of program ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. As I understood—I am trying to summarize your 
statement—and I wish you would feel perfectly free to correct. me 
you think that the matching formula on the interstate should reflect 
the maximization of the Federal interest in those roads, though you 
do not wish to say whether it should be 2 to 1, 60 to 40, or larger ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you think that the $500 million suggested by 
S. 1048 for that purpose is needed—but you suggested that it might 
not be sufficient ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Is that a fair summary of your statement with 
respect toS. 1048 ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Martin, do you have another question ¢ 

Senator Martin. No. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger ¢ 

Senator Neupercrer. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. ‘Thank you, Mr. Curtiss. 

The committee will stand adjourned until 10 a. m. Wednesday, 
when the committee will have a further meeting. 

(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, February 23, 1955.) 


: 
; 
; 
; 
5 
t 
; 





be 


phi are 


act 


Unearth B® 





| 
) 
| 


evan 


ein tein seca nD, Se 


2 wichita irate 50, > ctl uit 5. 


a DI ir AS 


toc t+ 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 





WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SunCOMMITTER ON Pustiic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Symington, McNamara, ‘ase, Bush, and 
Kuchel. 

Also present: Senator Kerr. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The committee has before it today the Federal-aid highway bills 
pe ding before the committee, being 'S. 1072, the codification bill, and 

1048; also S. 1160, 

(S. 1160 is as follows:) 


{S. 1160, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To create a Federal highway corporation for financing the construction of the 
National System of Interstate Highways: to amend and supplement the Federal-Ald 
Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (89 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented ; and for 
other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


SHORT TITLE 


SroTion 1, That this Act may be cited as the “National Interstate Highway 
Act” 
OBJKCTIVE AND POLICY 


See. 2. It is hereby declared to be in the national interest to foster and accel- 
erate the development of a modern, adequate, safe, and efficient system of high- 
ways deemed essential for the expansion of the economy and the changing con- 
cepts of the military and civil defense of the United States. It is further 
declared to be desirable that the development of such system of highways be 
continued through the cooperation and joint efforts of the Federal Government, 
the States, and local subdivisions thereof. It is hereby found that those essen- 
tial highways are in fact inadequate to meet the needs of interstate commerce 
and the national and civil defense, and that the most important portion of such 
highways are, or should be, located on the National System of Interstate 
Highways. 

Accordingly, it is the objective of this Act to complete the construction of 
the National System of Interstate Highways within the next ten years up to 
such standards as will produce safe highways adequate to handle traffic needs 
for at least the next twenty years. This objective will be reached only by means 
of a program which will presently assure the financing of the system as a whole, 
and provide for prompt acquisition of necessary rights-of-way. It is hereby 
declared to be the policy of Congress to continue or to impose such taxes as 
may be necessary to meet this objective. 
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Sec. 3. This Act is divided into tithes and sections according to the following 
table of contents: 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 


TITLE L-—FREDERAL HIGHWAY CORPORATION 


101. Creation of Corporation. 

102. Management of Corporation. 

103. Duty of Corporation, 

104, Corporate powers. 

105. Corporate financing. 

106. Services and facilities of other agencies. 
107. Misappropriation of funds. 

108. Report to Congress. 


TITLE IL-—CONCERNING THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

. 201. Cancellation of authorizations. 

202. Interstate system. 

203. Standards. 

204. Expenditure authorization. 

205. Distribution by States. 

206, Scheduling of construction and participation by States. 
. 207. Credits for existing roads and toll roads. 
. 208. Right-of-way acquisition. 


TirLe LII—MISCELLANEOUS 
301. Definitions, 


. 802. Without compensation employees. 
303. Amendment to Corporation Control Act. 
304. Construction of this Act. 
305. Effect on present law. 


TITLE L-FEDERAL HIGHWAY CORPORATION 


CREATION OF CORPORATION 


Sec. 101. There is hereby created, subject to the direction and supervision of 
the President, a body corporate to be known as the Federal Highway Corporation. 
As hereafter provided in section 303, the Corporation shall be subject to the 
provisions of the Government Corporation Control Act. The principal office of 
the Corporation shall be located in the District of Columbia. 


MANAGEMENT OF CORPORATION 


Sec. 102, (a) The management of the Corporation shall be vested in a Board 
of Directors (hereinafter referred to as “the Board”) composed of five mem- 
bers. Three of these members shall be public members appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, without regard to 
political party affiliation. The President shall designate a full-time Chairman 
of the Board from one of the public members. The remaining two members 
shall be the Secretary of Commerce (hereinafter called “Secretary”) and the 
Secretary of the Treasury, or their representatives. The Board shall meet at 
least four times a year, or more often, at the call of the Chairman. 

(b) The Chairman of the Board shall receive compensation at the rate of 
$17,500 per annum. As Chairman, he shall preside at meetings of the Board 
and be the Corporation's chief representative. He shall be responsible for 
veneral supervision of the activities of the staff of the Corporation. He shall 
also maintain liaison with the representatives of the States with respect to 
the policies set forth in this Act. The Chairman in the conduct of his functions 
us Chairman shall act in conformance with determinations of the Board. 

(c) The public members of the Board (other than the Chairman) shall receive 
no compensation, but may receive a per diem of $100 in lieu of subsistence, plus 
transportation expenses, in accordance with the standardized Government Travel 
Regulations, when proceeding to and from their homes or regular places of 
business to the headquarters of the Corporation and when engaged on assign 
ment by the Board or the Chairman in the business of the Corporation, 

(d) In addition to managing the Corporation, the Board is authorized to re 
solve divergencies of views concerning the interpretation or application of the 
policies under this Act which it considers will have significant effect upon the 
program, excluding (1) divergencies between two or more Federal agencies, 
Within this limitation, the Board shall have the right to determine the matters 
which it shall consider and act upon, under such rules and regulations as it may 
prescribe. 
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DUTY OF CORPORATION 


Sec. 108. It shall be the duty of the Corporation (a) to receive and borrow 
funds, (b) to provide and make available to the Secretary such sums as are 
necessary to permit him to make the payments’ or advances to the States of the 
Federal share of the cost and construction of projects on the interstate systet 
and such other costs or expenses as are permitted or required to be paid or ad 
vanced by him in connection with the interstate system under the terms of th 
Act, and (c) to perform such other duties as may be required in the performance 
of its functions and the exercise of its powers under this Act 


CORPORATE POW ERS 


Sec. 104, For the purpose of carrying out its functions under this Act, th 
Corporation 

(1) shall have succession in its corporate name ; 

(3) may adopt and use a corporate seal, which shall be judicially noticed 

(3) may sue and be sued in its corporate name 

(4) may adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, rules, and reculations govern 
ing the manner in which its functions may be carried out and the powers 
vested in it may be exercised; 

(5) may make and carry out such contracts, agreements, or other trans 
actions as it may deem necessary or advisable in the conduct of its business ; 

(6) may incur indebtedness as provided in section 105, and incur current 
obligations incidental to performing its functions, subject to provisions ot 
law applicable to Government corporations ; 

(7) may appoint such officers, agents, attorneys, and employees as it 
deems necessary for the conduct of its affairs, define their authority and 
duties, delegate to them such of the powers vested in the Corporation as 
the Board may determine, require bonds of such of them as the Board 
may designate, and fix the penalties and pay the premiums on such bonds; 

(S) may utilize the available services and facilities of other agences as 
provided in section 106 ; 

(9) may use the United States mails in the same manner as its executive 
departments ; and 

(10) may take such actions and exercise such other powers as may be 
necessary, incidental or appropriate to carry out the function of the Cor 
poration, and to further the objectives of this Act 


CORPORATE FINANCING 


Sec. 105. (a) The Corporation is authorized to issue, upon the approval of thi 
Secretary of the Treasury, obligations in an amount not to exceed $21,000,000,008 
Obligations issued under this subsection shall have such maturities, not te 
exceed thirty vears, and shall bear such rate or rates of interest, as may le 
determined by the Corporation with the approval of the Secretary of the Treas 
ury, and they shall be redeemable at the option of the Corporation before 
maturity in such manner as may be stipulated in the obligations. The rrecute 
amount of obligations under this subsection outstanding at any one time s] 
not exceed the maximum amount of obligations, as determined by the Secret 
of the Treasury as of July 1 of each year, on which the annual prineipal and 
interest payments required over the life of the obligations can be made from 
prospective appropriations under subsection (b) and other revenues of the 
Corporation, but obligations lawfully issued hereunder will not 
determinations subsequent to date of issue, The Corporation shall insert appro 
priate language in all of its obligations issued under this subsection clearls 
indicating that the obligations, together with the interest thereon, are not guaran 
teed by the United States and do not constitute a debt or obligation of the 
United States or of any agency or instrumentality thereof other than the Cor 
poration. The Corporation is authorized to purchase in the open market for 
retirement, at any time and at any price, any outstanding obligations issued 
under this subsection. 

(b) There are hereby appropriated and there shall he paid by the Secretary 
of the Treasury to the Corporation for the fiscal year 1957, and for each fiscal 
year thereafter in which there are outstanding unmatured obligations of the 
Corporation, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
amounts equal to the revenue in excess of $622,500,000 collected during each fisea! 
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year, as shown by the official accounts of the Directors of Internal Revenue, 
from the taxes (including interest, penalties, and additions to taxes) imposed 
by sections 4081 and 4041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 on gasoline and 
special fuels, upon certification by the Board and the Secretary of the Treasury as 
necessary to finance this program. The Secretary of the Treasury may advance 
to the Corporation in any fiscal year an amount not in excess of the estimated 
appropriation for that flascal year, such advances to be repaid from amounts 
subsequently appropriated hereunder in that fiscal year. The Corporation shall 
pay into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts, on the basis of annual billings 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, an amount for each fiscal year 
that bears the same ratio to the escimated costs of collecting taxes, refunds of 
taxes, and costs of making refunds of taxes under sections 4081 and 4041 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 for that fiscal year as the appropriation hereunder 
bears to the estimated total revenue collected under those provisions for that 
fiscal year. 

(c) The Corporation may issue to the Secretary of the Treasury its obligations 
in an amount not to exceed in any one year the amount necessary above all 
other revenues of the Corporation to provide for debt service of the Corporation 
during that year but not to exceed the aggregate amount of $5,000,000,000 out- 
standing at any one time. The obligations issued by the Corporation under this 
subsection shall have such maturities as may be prescribed by the Corporation 
with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury and shall be redeemable 
at the option of the Corporation before maturity jn such manner as may be 
stipulated in the obligations. Each such obligation shall bear interest at a rate 
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into consideration the 
current average rate on outstanding marketable obligations of the United States 
of comparable maturities as of the last day of the month preceding the issuance 
of the obligation of the Corporation. The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
to purchase any obligations of the Corporation to be issued under this subsection, 
and for such purpose the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to use as a 
public debt transaction the proceeds from the sale of any securities issued under 
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as now or hereafter in force, and the purposes 
for which securities may be issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as now 
or hereafter in force, are extended to include any purchases of the Corporation's 
obligations hereunder. 

(d) All obligations issued by the Corporation shall be lawful investments, 
and may be accepted as security, for all fiduciary, trust, and public funds, the 
investment or deposit of which shall be under authority and control of the 
United States or any officer or officers thereof. 

(e) The penultimate sentence of paragraph Seventh of section 5136 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended, is amended by inserting after the phrase “or 
obligations of the Federal National Mortgage Association,” the phrase “or obli- 
gations of the Federal Highway Corporation,”. : 

(f) All revenues of the Corporation, including moneys appropriated under 
subsection (b) of this section shall be maintained as a trust fund, 


SERVICES AND FACILITIES OF OTHER AGENCIES 


Sec. 106. (a) Except as specifically authorized by the President, the Corpora- 
tion shall, with the consent of the agency concerned, accept and utilize, on a 
reimbursable basis, the services of the officers, employees, facilities, and informa- 
tion of any agency of the United States, except that any such agency having 
custody of any data relating to any of the matters within the jurisdiction of 
the Corporation shall, upon the request of the Corporation, make such data 
available to the Corporation without reimbursement. 

(b) The Corporation shall contribute to the civil-service retirement and dis 
ability fund, on the basis of annual billings as determined by the Civil Service 
Commission, for the Government’s share of the cost of the civil-service retire 
ment system applicable to the Corporation’s employees and their beneficiaries 
The Corporation shall also contribute to the employee’s compensation fund, on 
the basis of annual billings as determined by the Secretary of Labor, for the 
benefit payments made from such fund on account of the Corporation’s employ 
ees. The annual billing shall also include a statement of the fair portion of the 
cost of the administration of the respective funds, which shall be paid by the 
Corporation into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
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MISAPPROPRIATION OF FUNDS 


Sec. 107. (a) All general penal statutes relating to the larceny, embezzlement, 
or conversion, of public moneys or property of the United States shall apply 
to the moneys and property of the Corporation. 

(b) Any person who, with intent to defraud the Corporation, or to deceive 
any director, officer, or employee of the Corporation or any officer or employee 
of the United States, (1) makes any false entry in any book of the Corporation, 
or (2) makes any false report or statement for the Corporation, shall, upon 
conviction thereof, be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 
tive years, or both. 

(c) Any person who shall receive any compensation, rebate, or reward, or 
shall enter into any conspiracy, collusion, or agreement, express or implied, with 
intent to defraud the Corporation or wrongfully and unlawfully to defeat its 
purposes, shall, on conviction thereof, be fined not more than $5,000 or im 
prisoned not more than five years, or both. 


REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 


Sec, 108. The Board shall prepare an annual report of operations under this 
Act for transmittal by the President to the Congress 


TITLE IL—PROVISIONS CONCERNING THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 


CANCELLATION OF AUTHIORIZATIONS 


Sec, 201. (a) The first sentence of section 2 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1954 is hereby amended by deleting the following clause: “and a like addi- 
tional sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957", so that said first sentence 
of said section 2 (a) as hereby amended reads as follows: “For the purpose of 
expediting the construction, reconstruction, and improvement, inclusive of neces- 
sary bridges and tunnels, of the National System of Interstate Highways, includ- 
ing extensions thereof through urban areas, designated in accordance with the 
provisions of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the additional sum of $175,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956.” 

(b) Section 1 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 is hereby amended by 
reducing the authorization for projects on the Federal-aid primary system in 
urban areas, and for projects on approved extensions of the Federal-aid secondary 
system within urban areas, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, from 
“$175,000,000" to “$75,000,000”, 


INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


Sec. 202. In furtherance of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, 
the Secretary is authorized, within the limitation of forty thousand miles, to 
approve as part of the interstate system such lateral feeder and distributing 
routes, and circumferential routes as may be required to furnish maximum utility 
of the system within or adjacent to urban areas, provided that one or both ends 
of such routes shall lie on a route of the system. The Secretary is further 
authorized to approve as part of the interstate system any highway which 
complies with the standards of section 2038 and which lies on an approved route 
of the interstate system irrespective as to whether or not tolls are collected for 
the use thereof. The Secretary is authorized, in cooperations with the State 
highway departments, to designate as promptly as reasonable possible routes to 
take up the mileage still undesignated so that the entire forty thousand miles of 
this system shall be designated. In approving any undesignated mileage the 
Secretary shall designate those routes which contribute most to the benefit of the 
system as a whole and are most important from the point of view of national 
defense. In case the actual construction of highways on the system increases 
available undesignated mileage the Secretary may redesignate this mileage in 
accordance with the preceding sentence. 


STANDARDS 


Sec. 203. (a) The standards to be used for the interstate system shall be those 
approved by the Secretary after consultation with the Department of Defense, the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration, and the State highway departments. 
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The Secretary is authorized to make the final determination of the standards to 
be used, except as provided in section 102 (d). 

(b) The geometric standards for the interstate system shall be such standards 
as are deemed adequate to properly accommodate the types and volume of traffic 
forecast for the twenty years immediately following enactment of this Act. 
Such standards shall provide for the development of a system as nationally 
uniform in characteristics as possible within a ten-year Construction period. 

(c) The right-of-way width on the interstate system shall be adequate to permit 
construction of the route to the geometric standards provided for in subparagraph 
(b) for a period of at least twenty years following the date of authorization of a 
project under this Act. Such width shall not be deemed adequate if (1) it does 
not include provision for the addition of more traflic lanes at a future date, except 
that the maximum width in any case need not exceed that necessary for three 
moving lanes in each direction, plus service ronds as necessary; and if (2) it 
does not contain the proper and necessary degree and type of control of access 
or exits from the highway which will permit maximum freedom of traftic flow 
and promote national safety. 

(d) The standards shall be periodically reviewed by the Secretary to insure 
maximum utility of the completed system with due recognition to the desirability 
of developing a national system having the greatest uniformity of characteristics 
possible. 

EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZATION 


Sec. 204. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make payments in an amount 
not to exceed $25,000,000,000 or such lesser sum as estimated by the Corporation 
on the basis of prospective revenues to be the maximum amount to be available 
for the purposes of this Act. 


DISTRIBUTION BY STATES 


Sec. 205. (a) On or before April 1, 1956, each State desiring to avail itself of 
funds hereunder shall file a statement, and an estimate of the cost as of January 
1, 1956, of bringing that portion of the designated interstate mileage within its 
boundaries up to the standards prescribed under this Act. On or before April J 
of each subsequent year, each State shall submit a revised estimate of such cost 
as of January 1 of such year, including therein the actual or estimated cost of 
any construction of such mileage begun or carried on subsequent to January 
1, 1956. 

(b) On or before July 1, 1956, and on or before July 1 of each year thereafter, 
the Secretary shall establish an approved estimate of cost for construction of 
projects on the interstate system in each State, and the Secretary shall deter- 
mine the ratio of the approved estimate of cost for each State to the total of the 
approved estimates of such cost for all States. After subtracting from the 
amount determined pursuant to section 204, the estimated total credits under 
section 207 and estimated total expenses for administrative purposes and re- 
search, the Secretary shall apply the ratio for each State to the remaining sum 
and the resulting amounts shall be the maximum Federal payments to the various 
States for the purposes of section 206. He shall promptly notify the States of 
these maximum amounts. 


SCHEDULING OF CONSTRUCTION AND PARTICIPATION BY STATES 


Sec. 206. (a) On or before April 1, 1956, and on or before April 1 of each year 
thereafter, each State desiring to avail itself of funds hereunder shall file a 
statement and an estimate of the cost of projects it proposes to construct during 
each of the next two fiscal years. The Secretary shall examine these estimates, 
and before the beginning of each fiscal year, commencing with the fiscal year 
1957, he shall establish an approved construction program, including the esti- 
mated cost thereof, for each State for such fiscal year. Except as provided in 
section 102 (d), the Secretary shall have the final responsibility, after con- 
sultation with the States, the Department of Defense, and the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration, for determining the scheduling and priority of con- 
struction of projects, taking into consideration the objective of a uniform rate 
of accomplishment of construction on the interstate system in all the States and 
the availability of funds from the Corporation. 

(b) The Secretary shall make allocations to the States in the amounts of the 
approved estimates, and the Secretary shall promptly notify the States of the 
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approved construction programs and of the amounts so allocated. These alloca 
tions shall be available for obligation by the States to which allocated for a 
period of two years. Any sums not under obligation at the end of any two-year 
period may be reallocated, as the Secretary may determine 

(c) On or before July 1, 1956, and on or before July 1 of each year there 
after, the Secretary shall transmit to the Corporation a schedule indicating his 
best estimate of the cash requirements necessary to meet payments during the 
next two fiscal years. These estimates shall include estimates of amounts needed 
for payments under section 207, for research as authorized by section 10) (a) 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, and for administrative purposes in an 
amount not exceeding one-tenth of 1 per centum of the funds made available by 
the Corporation in any fiscal year. The Corporation shall promptly make avail 
able funds to the Secretary as required by his annual estimats 

(d) The Secretary is authorized to advance funds to each State to permit 
prompt payment of construction costs. 

(e) Payments to the States made pursuant to this section shall be subject to 
the conditions (1) that construction of projects on the interstate system in each 
State shall be in accordance with the standards approved by the Secretary: (2) 
that the State participates in the costs of construction in each fiscal year in an 
amount in cash or services no less than that which would have been required 
as its matching amount payable for construction of projects on the interstate 
system under the provisions of section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 154 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956; and (3) that the State will have the 
same obligations as to maintenance of the projects constructed under this Act 
that it has under Federal-aid highway legislation. 


CREDITS FOR EXISTING ROADS AND TOLI, ROADS 


Sec. 207. (a) If an existing free highway, which is located upon the interstate 
system, is believed to measure up to the standards of construction required by 
section 203, a State may request that it receive a credit for such highway and 
the State shall be entitled to receive such a credit subject to the conditions of 
this paragraph. The Secretary shall first determine whether or not the high 
way meets such standards. If he approves the same, the Secretary and the 
Corporation shall determine, in cooperation with each other and in accordance 
with the rules and regulations issued pursuant to paragraph (e), the amount of 
the depreciated cost of such highway. There shall be deducted from such de 
preciated cost an amount equivalent to 10 per centum thereof, and also the 
total amount of any Federal-aid funds used in the construction of such highway 
The result shall be the credit to which the State is entitled. 

(b) If an existing toll highway, which is located upon the interstate system, 
is believed to measure up to the standards of construction required by section 
203, a State may request that it receive a credit for such highway, and the State 
shall be entitled to receive such a credit subject to the conditions of this para 
graph. The Secretary shall first determine whether or not the highway meets 
such standards. If he approves the same, the Secretary and the Corporation 
shall determine, in cooperation with each other and in accordance with the rules 
and regulations issued pursuant to paragraph (e), the amount of the original! 
cost of such highway, excluding therefrom the cost of the financing thereof, and 
of any facilities not included within the definition of the term “highway” unde 
Federal-aid highway legislation. For toll roads completed prior to December 
31, 1951, he shall allow as a credit an amount not exceeding 40 per centum of 
such original cost, and for toll roads completed during the period between Decem 
ber 31, 1951, and December 31, 1955, he shall allow a credit not exceeding 70 per 
centum of the original cost. The State shall be entitled to the credit so allowed 

(c) If a toll highway, which is located upon the interstate system, the con 
struction of which is completed subsequent to December 31, 1955, is believed to 
measure up to the standards of construction required by section 208, a State may 
request that it receive the credit for such highway and the State shall be entitled 
to receive such a credit subject to the conditions of this paragraph. The Secre 
tary shall first determine whether or not the highway meets such standards 
If he approves the same, the Secretary and the Corporation shall determine, in 
cooperation with each other and in aceordance with the rules and regulations 
issued pursuant to paragraph (e), the amount of the original cost of such high 
way, excluding therefrom the cost of the financing thereof and of any facilities 
not included within the definition of the term “highwavyv" under Federal-aid high 
way legistation. There shall be deducted from such original cost an amount 
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equivalent to 10 per centum thereof. The result shall be the credit to which the 
State is entitled. 

(d) Any State for which a credit has been established, whether for a toll or a 
free highway, shall be entitled to use the same for construction of projects on 
the Federal-aid primary system, subject to the conditions that all Federal-aid 
highway funds apportioned to a State under Federal-aid highway legislation have 
been expended within the meaning of said legislation, and all funds allocated 
under this Act have been contracted as provided under this Act. Whenever a 
State constructs such projects with funds received as a result of a credit under 
this section, all procedures and steps shall be taken in the same manner as 
though such funds had been apportioned under Fedéral-aid highway legislation. 
Any State for which a credit has been established on account of a toll highway 
shall be entitled, at its option, to use the credit for payment of any outstanding 
debt on the highway, which highway shall then become a free public highway. 

(e) The Secretary jointly with the Corporation shall establish such reasonable 
rules and regulations as necessary or advisable to carry out the purposes of 
this section. 

(f) Whenever the Secretary determines that a credit, pursuant to this section, 
should be made available to a State he shall notify the Corporation. The Corpo- 
ration, within a reasonable time thereafter, shall make such credit available to 
the Secretary for use by the State. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION 


Sec. 208. (a) If the Secretary shall determine that the State highway depart- 
ment of any State is unable to obtain possession and the right to enter upon and 
use the rights-of-way, lands or interest in lands, improved or unimproved, includ- 
ing the control of access thereto from adjoining lands, required for any project on 
the interstate system with sufficient promptness, the Secretary is authorized, 
upon the request of such a State, prior to approval of title by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, and in the name of the United States, to acquire, enter upon, and take pos- 
session of such rights-of-way, lands or interests in lands, including the control of 
access thereto from adjoining lands, by purchase, donation, condemnation or 
otherwise in accordance with the laws of the United States (including the Act 
of February 26, 1981; 46 Stat. 1421), and to expend funds for projects thereon. 
The authority granted by this section shall also apply to lands and interest in 
lands received as grants of land from the United States and owned or held by 
railroads or other corporations. The cost incurred by the Secretary in acquiring 
any such rights-of-way, lands or interest in lands may include the cost of exami- 
nation and abstract of title, certificate of title, advertising, and any fees incidental 
to such acquisition ; and shall be payable out of the funds available to the Secre- 
tary for construction of projects on the interstate system to the extent of 95 
per centum of the appraised value of such rights-of-way, or of the actual cost, 
whichever is lower. The Secretary is further authorized and directed by proper 
deed, executed in the name of the United States, to convey any such rights-of-way, 
lands or interest in lands, including the control of access thereto from adjoining 
lands, acquired in any State under the provisions of this section, except the out- 
side five feet of any such right-of-way in States unable or unwilling to control 
access, to the State highway department of such State or to such political sub- 
division thereof as its laws may provide, upon such terms and conditions as may 
be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State highway department, or political 
subdivisions to which the conveyance is to be made. Whenever the State is able 
and agrees to control access, the outside five feet may be conveyed to it. 

(b) Whenever rights-of-way on the interstate system are required over public 
lands of the United States, the Secretary may make such arrangements with the 
agency having jurisdiction over such lands as may be necessary to give the State 
or other person constructing the projects on such lands adequate rights-of-way 
and control of access thereto from adjoining lands, and any such agency is hereby 
directed to cooperate with the Secretary in this connection. 

(c) The Secretary may adopt such regulations as he deems advisable to protect 
fully the interests of the United States in the acquisition of rights-of-way. He 
may take such action as necessary to carry out such regulations. 
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TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS 
DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 301. As used in this Act, unless the context requires otherwise 

(a) The term “interstate system” means the National System of Interstate 
Highways as authorized to be designated by section 7 of the Federal-Aid High 
way Act of 1944, and includes those routes heretofore designated by the Com 
missioner of the Bureau of Public Roads by the attestation of a diagrammatic 
map, copy of which is hereby made Appendix A to this Act, as well as routes to 
be hereafter designated. The mileage so designated as of June 30, 1954, is thirty- 
seven thousand six hundred miles. The mileage of the routes so designated is 
calculated by stating the mileage of the most traveled highway between control 
points. Such mileage so designated as of June 30, 1954, with respect to each 
State is contained in a schedule hereby made Appendix B to this Act. The mile- 
uge of the entire system is limited to forty thousand miles. 

(b) The term “Corporation” means the Federal Highway Corporation created 
by title I of this Act. 

(c) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Commerce. 

(d) The term Federal-aid highway legislation means “the Act providing that 
the United States shall aid the States in the construction of rural post roads 
and for other purposes”, approved June 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented. 


WITHOUT COMPENSATION EMPLOYEES 


Sec. 302. The Corporation and Secretary are respectively authorized, to the 
extent deemed necessary and appropriate, in order to carry out the provisions of 
this Act, te employ persons of outstanding experience and ability, without com- 
pensation, and are further authorized to provide by regulation for the exemption 
of such persons from the operation of sections 281, 283, 284, 434, and 1914 of title 
18 of the United States Code and section 190 of the Revised Statutes (5 U. 8. C. 
09). Persons appointed under the authority of this subsection may be allowed 
transportation and not to exceed $15 per diem in lieu of subsistence while away 
from their homes or regular places of business, pursuant to such appointment. 


AMENDMENT TO CORPORATION CONTROL ACT 


Sec. 308. Section 101 of the Government Corporation Control Act (59 Stat. 
597), as amended, is hereby further amended by adding thereto the words “Fed- 
eral Highway Corporation”. 


CONSTRUCTION OF THIS ACT 


Sec. 304. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act, or the appli- 
cation thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 
this Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision to 
other persons or circumstance shall not be affected thereby. 


EFFECT ON PRESENT LAW 


Sec. 305. All provisions of Federal-aid highway legislation shall remain in 
full force and effect, and shall apply to the required actions to be taken, and 
payments to be made, by the Secretary under this Act in connection with the 
interstate system with the same force and effect that said provisions of the said 
legislation applied to such actions and payments in connection with the inter- 
state system prior to the passage of this Act, except that the provisions of this Act 
shall supersede any provision of the said legislation which conflicts with a pro- 
vision of this Act, except that section 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1950 shall not be applicable to the interstate system, and for the purposes of 
section 12 of the Hayden-Cartwright Act, the allocations made under this Act 
shall not be deemed an apportionment. 


Senator Gore. The witnesses scheduled to appear before the com- 
mittee this morning with respect to the Federal-aid highway bills 
are Mr. Riley, of the American Federation of Labor; Mr. Triggs, of 
the American Farm Bureau; and Mr. Halvorson, of the National 


Grange. I believe I will take them in alphabetical order with respect 











76 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


to their organization, which would mean Mr. Triggs, of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, will be heard first. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Tesess. The opportunity of presenting the viewpoints of 1s 
American Farm Bureau Federation with respect to financing of : 
highway-construction program is appreciated. “The American Farm 
Bureau Federation is an organization of 1,609,461 farm families, 
located in 48 States and Puerto Rico. 

Applicable portions of the policy of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, as approved by the official voting delegates of the mem- 
ber State farm bureaus at our last annual meeting, are as follows: 

The Federal Government should continue to have a responsibility for the 
development of an integrated highway system, but should not assume major 
responsibility in the highway field. In view of present conditions, we are 


opposed to any expansion of Federal participation in financing highway con- 
struction. 


In each of recent years total highway construction has reached a new peak. 
Estimates of revenue which will be available from present sources for highway 
construction during the next few years indicate that the rate of highway con- 
struction will be accelerated to levels substantially in excess of current programs. 

Senator Kerr. May Task a question, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Senator Gore. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Has your organization made a study of the com- 
parative number of vehicles using the highways and the comparative 
demands which modern automotive units make on the highways to 
determine whether or not the increase or acceleration of highway 
constructions to which you refer are on a par with the needs brought 
about by the two things you mention ¢ 

Mr. ‘Triecs. In this connection, sir, we submit broad outlines of 
policy issues that are developing at the national level to our State 
farm bureaus for their consideration prior to their annual meetings. 
Of course, part of the issue in this connection is the extent of the 
estimates with respect to future needs as developed by various people, 
and some of this factual information was made available to them. 

I would say that on this highway program our people feel them- 
selves fairly well informed, because every one of our State farm 
bureaus has been involved in road legislation at the State level. Many 
of them serve as members of State highway users conferences. 

Senator Kerr. Do you understand my question ? 

Mr. Trices. Yes; | think I did, sir. The answer is that we have 
furnished them background material but not any detailed study, I 
think, of the type that you are referring to. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a chart or anything illustrating the 
statement that you make, first, that highw: ay construction has reached 
a new peak, and second, that highway construction during the next 
few years indicates that the rate of highway construction will be 
accelerated to levels substantially in excess of current programs ? 

Mr. Triaes. We have some of these figures later on in our statement, 
Senator, 

Senator Kerr. Do you have any figures with reference to the other 
thing about which you gener ralized in response to my question / 


Mr. Triaes. No, sir. 
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Senator Kerr. If that information is available, do you think it 
would be pertinent. I do not think that it is available 

Mr. Trices. Certainly. It is part of the picture. We need bette: 
roads and more of them. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think we should move to meet the needs thin 
exist or do you think we should limit ourselves to action consiste 
with policy V ‘based on considerations other than need / 

Mr. Triges. ¢ ‘ertainly need is the major factor, need now, need 
the future. There is also the question of ability to pay, and the cou 
; petition of other needs for taxpayers’ dollars. 

Senator Kerr. Would it be safe then to say, Ol would it be accurate 
to say, that the justification of your op position is based as much o 


ti the principle of ability to pay as it is upon the degree to which you 
. are convinced that the Federal Government as such should move to 
meet the need for highway construction ¢ 

Mr. ‘TRigeés. e ert: unly both factors have been given considerations 
by our people, by our resolutions committee. 1 would not try to say 
which is most important in their thinking. They think both of need 
and ability to pay. 

On some of these questions that you are asking me we develop oui 
position a little later on more in detail. 

Senator Kerr. If vou do not know, or if you do not care to answer, 
it is all right, but I am interested as to whether or not your ow! 
thought about your position is based more on one of these factors 
or the other, or equally on both. 

Mr. ‘Trices. I would say that it is approximately equal, that w 
are interested both in the future need for highways and we are inter 
ested in our ability to pay for highways, together with our ability 
to pay fora lot of other things that we need. 

Senator Kerr. Then you think it is entirely possible that we have 
a need for highways which is beyond our ability to pay / 

Mr. Tries. No, sir: not in the long run. We are making progress, 

ie we are making real progress toward better highways. 

Senator Kerr. Suppose evidence discloses here that we are losing 

} ground rather than gaining ground in the matter of the degree t 
; which the highways we now have and are planning would meet ou 


needs ¢ 

Mr. Triegs. Well, sir, I can only say in that connection that I know 
this statement is made many times by experts in the highway-constru 
tion field. It is not the observation of our people, as I have seen 
in their discussions. 


UT etc ama 


: r . ' 

; Senator Kerr. I say suppose the facts developed here show that 
_ 

; \ir. Trices. We are not opposed to an expanded program of high 
; way construction. I want to make that clear. Later on I wil 
develop what we think is the most eflicient approach to this problen 
i Senator Kekr. Suppose that i facts developed here disclose that 


the number of people killed and injured on the highways has also 
reached an alltime peak as well as the expenditures for highway 
and that the trend there is on the increase and the rate is being 
accelerated, and that there is a definite relationship between th 
number killed and wounded and the lack ot adequate highway- 
Do vou think that ought to be given consideration ? 

Mr. Trees. This is an important consideration. 





ee 
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Senator Kerr. How important do you regard it as compared to the 
cost of meeting the need ¢ 

Mr. Trices. It is very important. 

Senator Kerr. Which do you think would be the more important: 
Doing something to lessen that or doing something which would be 
sound fiscally in accordance with the observations of certain view- 
points ¢ 

Mr. Trices. We have to do both as best we can, and it is a question of 
judgment. . 

Senator Kerr. Which would you rate the more important consid- 
eration for this committee ¢ 

Mr. 'Triees. I think the most important consideration is the question 
of tiscal soundness and fiscal responsibility. 

Senator Kerr. I am glad to have that viewpoint, I will better 
understand your observations. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Symington. 

Senator Symineron. Unfortunately 1 have 2 hearings, 2 other com- 
mittees. On the Committee on Government Operations the Army 
comes up today, and therefore I have to leave as 1 told you, and I 
would like to leave my proxy with you to use in any way that you 
would care to, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Certainly. 

Senator Symrneron. May | ask a question or two? 

Senator Gore. Certainly. 

Senator Symineron. Is the Farm Bureau for the Eisenhower bill 
us presented to the Congress? 

Mr. Trices. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. What is it that you do not like about it ¢ 

Mr. Trices. Primarily the amount of money involved. ‘There are 
three major points: ‘the amount of money involved for Federal 
expenditure—— 

Senator Kerr. His position is outlined in these words: 

In view of present conditions we are opposed to any expansion of Federal par- 
ticipation in financing highway construction. 

Mr. Trices. The second point in answer to your question is that 
we are opposed to it because of the derogation of States rights and 
responsibilities that we see in the program, and finally because of 
the method of financing. 

Senator Symineron. My next and last question is, Have you come 
up with a program in your report as to how you think this should be 
handled ¢ 

Mr. 'Trices. We suggest the outlines of the program. 

Senator Symineron. What do you mean by the outlines? Have 
you got a program? 

Mr. Trices. Not a detailed program of the type that you are think- 
ing of; no, sir. 

Senator Symineron. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Proceed, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Trices. I believe 1 was in tne second part of the paragraph 
quoting from our last annual meeting: 

We are making real progress toward correcting the obvious inadequacies of 


our highway system. We will continue to make even greater progress in the 
future. 
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We recommend that State Farm Bureaus participate with other groups in 
the reexamination of needs and progress being made toward the creation of 
adequate highway systems within the States. 

The Federal motor fuel tax should be terminated, leaving this source of 
revenue available to the States. 

Federal motor fuel taxes originally were adopted to provide general revenue 
for the Federal Government. The concept has gradually developed, however, 
that all funds acquired by the Federal Government from this source should 
be devoted to highway construction. This concept was crystallized by the en- 
actment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 which set the amount of 
Federal appropriations for highways at the estimated level of Federal motor 
fuel tax collections. There is, therefore, no longer any justification for col- 
lecting the Federal gasoline tax on gasoline used for nonhighway purposes. 
Until the Federal gasoline tax is discontinued, we strongly urge the enactment 
of legislation to exempt gasoline used for nonhighway purposes from Federal 
taxation. 

That is the end of the quotation from our policy resolution. 

Our position relative to financing of highway construction stems 
primarily from our strong belief in the necessity of maintaining 
strong, independent, and responsible State and local governments, and 
our belief that the primary responsibility in this field can be appro- 
priately and most efficiently undertaken by State governments. 

We are for an expanded program of highway construction adequate 
for current and future needs of our growing population. The basis 
for our disagreement with respect to ‘the C lay committee recommen- 
dations, and with other proposals to increase Federal participation 
in financing of highway programs, relates to the method of financing 
and the respective roles of State and Federal Governments. 

It. is our conviction that the tendency of the Federal Government 
to preempt sources of revenue and to expand Federal responsibility 
for functions that could be performed best by State governments 
represents a major threat. to the maintenance of strong, independent, 
and responsible State and local government. 

Unless the trend toward Federal preemption of tax income and the 
assumption of ever more comprehensive responsibility by the Fed- 
eral Government is reversed, State governments are likely to become 
little more than administrative agencies for the Federal Government. 

We are for the principle of States rights. The other side of the 
same coin is State responsibility. The two inevitably go together. 
States rights will not long survive the assumption by the Federal 
Government of responsibilities that can and should be undertaken 
by the States. 

In each of recent years the total amount of money spent by all 
wi of government for highway construction has reached a new 

ak. Total capital outlay was $2.3 billion in 1950 and $3.7 billion 
7 1954. In recent years we have seen some very impressive State 
highway construction programs which are m: aking progress toward 
eliminating highway inadequacies. State governments have been 
assuming their 1 ‘esponsibility for improving our highways. 

In each of the next few years we can also anticipate a substantial 
increase in highway construction. State gasoline taxes are return- 
ing more revenue each year for highway construction. More Fed- 
eral money will be available under the 1954 Federal-Aid Highway 
Act. The Clay committee has estimated, very conservatively we be- 
lieve, that during the next 10 years: the average expenditure for high- 
way construction will aver: age $4.7 billion per year based upon the 
current revenue program. 
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This committee will no doubt hear testimony to the effect that this 
steady increase in funds available for highway construction is not as 
signific ant as the figures would indicate bee ause of the increased costs 
of labor and materials. These comparisons do not take into con- 
sideration the dramatic improvements in roadbuilding equipment and 
methods which have been developed in recent years. ‘There is no 
reason to believe there will not be further progress in this direction 
in the years ahead. 

The impact of technological progress in this field is indicated, 
as least in part, by the fact that highway construction costs as re- 
flected by actual contracting have been dec lining during the past 2 
years and are currently about 10 percent below costs at the beginning 
of 1953. 

The Clay committee proposes that we increase expenditures for 
highways during the next 10 years $54 billion above the anticipated 
level based on current financing programs, and that the Federal 
Government assume responsibility for about $25 billion of this in- 
creased expenditure. 

The proposal that bonds be issued to finance the Federal portion 
of the expanded highway construction program represents, in our 
view, a highly questionable procedure, Dollars paid for interest on 
bonds do not build highways. The proposed finance procedures do 
not hide the fact that a gigantic spending program with bor rowed 
money is involved. The ‘fact. that highway loans would not be in- 
cluded in the budget or charged as part of the National debt is fiscal 
fiction. The approval of any such proposal would remove a substan- 
tial share of annual Federal expenditures from congressional con- 
trol and review. 

Senator Gore. Have you had an opportunity to examine the bill in 
order to answer questions as to the amount which might be removed 
from Congr essional control ¢ 

Mr. Tries. I have not seen the new bill introduced vesterday, as I 
understand. I understand printed copies are not available. As I 
understand the proposal from press comments I think I can answer 
your question. 

Senator Gore. If you have not had an opportunity to actually see 
the bill I will not ask you as to specific amount. 

Mr. Trices. The determined efforts of the Congress to accomplish 
a balanced budget would be rendered inetlective by the proposed pro- 
gram, 

Senator Kerr. May I ask at that point: Your conviction is that a 
balanced budget is more important either than an adequate system 
of highways or, as you said awhile ago, that the considerations of 
sound fiscal policies are more important for the Federal Government 
and more compelling than the reduction of deaths and injuries on 
the highways? 

Mr. Trices. Sir, we consider that the maintenance of a sound dollar 
is one of the imper ratively necessary things that must be done in 
this country, and that this will result in the maximum welfare of all 
the people; that we jeopardize our free-enterprise system by chronic 
deficit financing, by discouraging thrift, and by discouraging pri- 
vate investment. We believe there is d: inger that we will do this. 


Senator Kerr. And that is the primary consideration of your 
message here ? 














= tae ne 


aia a met Ae 








Ae ICE os oe ey ANT eA Tate Ca mm oa 


Ae ctratret | Lovee 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM SI 


Mr. Trias. lt is nN major factor: ves. Other Ones, aus ] have ind 


cated, are the derogation of State’s right, responsibility, and authority, 


which are also involved. 

Shall I continue ¢ 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. ‘Triges. An expansion of Federal expend tures in this field 
would create pressures to expand Federal appropriations for other 
purposes, thus deferring indefinitely any hope for balanced budgets 
or tax reductions. The continued spending of borrowed money by 
the Federal Government must inevitably, if experience is any teacher, 
result in a continuing decline in the v: alue of = dollar 

Senator Kerr. You said _ the last 2 vears had seen continued 
spending of borrowed money by the Feder: r Government; did you 
not? 

Mr. Trices. No: I do not know that | made that comment. The 
comment was that costs of highway construction have declined. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I thought. It seems to me that this 
statement is in conflict with your primary position. 

Mr. Triges. | do not think so, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You are aware that we had the largest peacetime 
deficit in the history of our country for the fiseal year ending June 30 
last year; are you not? 

Mr. Triags. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And you are aware 

Mr. Triecs. I am not sure it was the largest. I understand it is 
large. 

Senator Kerr. If there is any doubt in your mind about it you 
remove it and enlighten me; won't you ? 

Mr. Triaes. | was not questioning your statement, Senator. I just 
did not happen to know so I should not testify to that point. 

Senator Kerr. And you are aware that we are facing a substantial 
deficit this fiscal year? 

Mr. Trices. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And yet you said back over there that during that 
time the cost of construction of highways has gone down 10 percent. 

Mr. ‘Trices. Within an overall price level picture you can have 
departures from that general trend. We do have many departures. 
You ean have the general price level going down 

Senator Kerr. You are aware that the price of farm commodities 
is down about 25 pere ent: are you n ot 7 

Mr. Triaes. We certainly are, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then it looks like at least momentarily the onset of 
what you have referred to as a basie and inviolate principle of eco 
nomies, that the spending of borrowed money and oem of a deficit 


results in continued decline in the value of the dollar, is not applicable 
at this. moment! ? 
Mr. Trices. This does not always happen during a short period, s 


just passed, the Federal Government had an overall surplus in its 
fiseal position, are you not ¢ 

Mr. Triecs. A surplus? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Triges. Are you speaking of the cash consolidated balance ? 


Senator Kerr. You are aware that for the 7 vears prior to the 2 
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Senator Kerr. I am talking about the cash consolidated balance, or 
the financial reports of the Treasury, that for a period of 7 years prior 
to the 2 just passed, that there was an overall surplus in the Federal] 
Treasury. 

Mr. Triaes. I did not know that this was a fact, Senator. I would 
not be surprised. I know that the cash consolidated budget has been 
much closer to balance than the budget itself, than the administrative 
budget. 

Senator Kerr. And that the reports figured on the same formula 
for the fiscal year ended last year and this year showed such a very 
substantial deficit, and yet you tell us the price of roadbuilding is down 
and you and I know the value of farm commodities is down, and, gen- 
erally speaking, the dollar seems to be buying more at the same time 
deficit spending is increasing. How do you account for that? 

Mr. Triages. My purpose in raising the issue so far as the costs of 
construction were concerned was to indicate that there is a technologi- 
cal development here, together with other factors, that is affecting the 
cost of construction despite the increasing level of wages and of 
materials, 

Senator Kerr. If your basic premise that the spending of borrowed 
money must inevitably result in the continuing decline in the value of 
the dollar is found to be untenable and not substantiated by the facts, 
would you think the committee would be justified in disregarding 
your recommendation based on that premise ¢ 

Mr. Trices. It is questionable. 1 certainly doubt that the commit- 
tee would find this to os a fact. 


Senator Kerr. All we have to do is to examine your testimony. 


And it would seem to me that we would be convinced of it. 

Mr. Triaes. The fact is, as you have pointed out, Senator, that dur- 
ing the past 7 years we have not had deficit financing in terms of the 
cash consolidated budget. Therefore, national fiscal policy has not 
had a great influence on changing the value of the dollar. 

Senator Kerr. But we have had deficit financing on that basis for 
the last 2 years. We have increased the debt limit; we have increased 
the national debt. That means that we have been spending borrowed 
money, does it not ? 

Mr. Triees. We can spend some deficit borrowed money in rela- 
tively small amounts without 

Senator Kerr. Is the increase in the national debt of about $12 
billion an insignificant amount ? 

Mr. Trices. No. It is beginning to get into the significant realm. 
I do not want to leave the impression, either, that we are for balanced 
budgets under any and all circumstances. There are conditions under 
which we believe that it is sound public policy to engage in deficit 
spending, to apply some anti-inflationary factors to the economy. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Tries. I left off at the top of page 4. 

The continued spending of borrowed money by the Federal Govern- 
ment must inevitably, if experience is any teacher, result in a con- 
tinuing decline in the value of the dollar; that is indirectly taxing 
those who can least. afford being taxed, and jeopardizing the basis of 
our private competitive enterprise system by discouraging thrift and 
private investment. 
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Historically, the function of building roads and highways has been 

considered the primary function of State and local governments, wit! 
just enough Federal assistance to further the development of an 
integrated highway system. The Clay Committee proposal would 
put the Federal Government in the highway construction business 
on a major scale. We believe it would be unrealistic to assume that 
at. the end of the 10-year period the Federal Government will cut its 
highway expenditures to present levels. On the contrary, it would 
appear to be more realistic to assume that at the end of the 10-year 
period, a new a, oe involving the expenditure of still more bor- 
rowed money, will be before the Congress. 

In the long run “he who pays the piper calls the tune.” Inevitably, 
as Federal expenditures for highway construction increase, the Fed- 
eral Government will come to impose its objectives, its regulations, and 
its requirements upon the States, thus further diminishing the auton- 
omy of State governments and encroaching upon the management of 
State fiscal and construction programs. 

It may be argued that the States are unable to finance a program 
of the scope needed to bring our highways up to modern standards. 
We do not believe this argument is valid. The States obtain their 
revenues from the same taxpaying pockets as the Federal Government. 
Any fiscal problen:s of State governments stem primarily from the 
fact that the Federal Government is monopolizing sources of tax 
revenue. Each additional expenditure by the Federal Government 
increases the fiscal difficulties of State governments. Each time the 

Federal Government Assumes a new or enlarged responsibility, this 
diminishes the ability of State governments to assume the responsi- 
bilities they should undertake. This is the process by which inde- 
pendent State government is gradually extinguished. 

Despite the fiscal problems of State governments, it is nevertheless 
a fact that the financial picture of State governments is good, com- 
pared to that of the Federal Government. The most recent report 
of the Bureau of the Census with respect to State finances is for fiscal 
1953. At the end of fiscal 1953 the total indebtedness of the 48 States 
was $7.8 billion, and State revenues in that year exceeded expenditures 
by $1.1 billion. On the other hand, the status of the Federal debt, 
the fact that the Federal budget has been in the black only 3 years out 
of the past 22, and that there is no immediate prospect that the situa- 
tion will be changed, are all well known to you. 

Not only will an expanded Federal program of highway construc- 
tion reduce the participation of State governments in highway con- 
struction programs in the future 

Senator Kerr. Are you not aware of the fact that the Clay report 
made very specific that they not only were not recommending a reduc- 
tion in the amount of money to be spent by the States but that the 
basis of their program was that the States would spend no less in the 
future than they now spend ? 

Mr. Trices. This is a hope. There is nothing in the bill itself to 
compel the States to do so. 

Senator Kerr. I thought you said you had not read the bill? 

Mr. Triaas. I read the Clay report. That was a misstatement. 
There is nothing in the Clay Commission report that would compel 
the States to do so. 
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Senator Kerr. There is nothing in the Clay Commission report 
that compels the Congress to do so¢ 

Mr. Triags. That is quite true. LT hope the Congress will take a 
wood look at it. 

Senator Kerr. Is there as much validity to the recommendation 
that the States do no less in the future than they have been doing 
as there is that the Federal Government do more than it has been 
doing ¢ 

Mr. Triaes. That is right. It is a recommendation to the Congress 
and a recommendation to the States, as I see it. 

Senator Kerr. Then where do you get the basis for your statement 
that the expanded Federal program of highway construction would 
reduce the participation of State governments / 

Mr. Trices. 1 go on tosay this 

Senator Kerr. One of the specific features of it is that they con- 
tinue the same participation and actually bring about some increase. 

Mr. Trices. They recommend that the State governments increase 
their expenditures for highways without any particular recommenda 
tions as to how this can be accomplished. The point Tam making ts 
that as the Federal Government assumes a larger responsibility 

Senator Kerr. Do you mean here the percentage of participation 
will decrease, is that what you mean ? 

Mr. Triags. It will be percentagewise ; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Permit the Chair to call attention to the passage of 
time. We have three witnesses to hear this morning. I would like 
to suggest that you read as rapidly as you can the remainder of your 
text and then we will take a turn in questioning you. 

Mr. ‘Triacs. Not only will an expanded Federal program of high- 
way construction reduce the participation of State governments in 
highway construction programs in the future—the mere prospect 
of increased Federal expenditures has already had this effect. ‘Thus 
the Governor of Georgia urged a go-slow procedure in highway 
matters pending action of the Federal Govermnent. The Governor 
of Oklahoma recommended a one year highway program instead of 
the anticipated four year program, to await developments at the 
Federal level. In Maryland, legislation which provided for an in- 
erease in the State gasoline tax and in State registration fees was 
repealed primarily because of the anticipated increase in Federal 
funds. 

In most of the States, legislative sessions are being held in 1955. 
It takes no prophet to guess that the attention given to State high- 
way programs will be diminished as a result of anticipated increases 
in funds from the Federal Government. 

Our recommendation that the Federal gasoline tax be terminated, 
leaving this source of revenue available to the States In no way means 
that we believe that the Federal Government should not have a respon- 
sibility for furthering an integrated highway system. On the con- 
trary we have opposed the principle of “linkage” and have recom- 
mended that the Federal Government should continue to provide : 
coordinated approach to the development of our national system of 
interstate highways irrespective of whether or not the Federal gaso- 
line tax is terminated. 

The Federal gasoline tax was originally adopted in 1982 for pur- 
poses of general revenue. Nevertheless, in recent years the concept 
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has gracdus lly deve loped that the revenue from the Federal gasoline 
tax should be used for building highways. This concept was furthet 
crystallized with the enactment of the Federal Aid to Highways 
Act of 1954. The message from the President, the committee hear 
ges in both Houses, and the debate on the floor of both Houses, con 
tain numerous references to this concept. The amount authorized 
for Federal aid was in fact fixed at the estimated level of Federal! 
gasoline-tax revenues. 

The Congress has, therefore, pretty well accepted the theory that 
the Federal gasoline tax is a use tax, a tax for using the highways, 
the revenue from which is to be used to build highways. This is a 
theory that the American Farm Bureau Federation las opposed, but 
re alistically we are forced to recognize the exis sting situation. 

The report of the Clay committee would confirm this theory by 
scheduling Federal eusoline-tax revenues for the repayment of the 
proposed highway bonds. 

Therefore, any reason that may have ever existed for collecting the 
Kederal gasoline tax on gasoline used for nonhighway purposes has 
disappeared, 

Gasoline used on a farm is one of a number of farm production 
supplies—-gasoline, fertilizer, farm machinery, feed et cetera. There 
is no relationship between these production supplies and the use of 
highways or the cost of constructing highways. It would be just as 
logical, or logical, to tax fertilizer or farm machinery to build high 
Ways as to tax gasoline used on the farm. 

Gasoline is the major source of power on the farm. If power used 
on the farm is to be taxed to build highways, it would be just as 
equitable, or inequitable, to tax oil used for heating, coal used for 
making steel, diesel fuel used in locomotives, or electric power used 
to produce aluminum, and to use the tax revenue thus acquired to build 
highways. 

But there is no relationship between any of these sources of power 
and the use of highways. Nor is there any relationship between 

gasoline used ona farm as a source of power and the use of highways. 

In short, it is our viewpoint that the tax on nonhighway used 
gasoline is inequitable and discriminatory. But if the Clay com- 
mittee proposals should be approved, involving the unders standing 
that gasoline tax revenues are to be used to repay bonds issued to 
finance the program, any hope that this discriminatory tax will be 
terminated would appear lost, at least until the bonds are paid. 

We have recommended to the Tlouse Ways and Means Committee 
and will recommend to the Senate Finance Committee the exemption 
of nonhighway used gasoline from the Federal gasoline tax. It is 
apprech ated that this phase of the problem is not within the jurisdic 
tion of this committee. But it nevertheless is a part of the problem 
which you are considering. We respect fully recommend your sup 
port of our policy in this regard. 

The opportunity to present the viewpoints of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation is appreciated. [Tt is our belief that we will make 
most efficient progress toward meeting present and future needs for 
highways by leaving the primary responsibility with State govern 
ments. We recommend that no legislation be enacted to increase the 
amount of Federal funds for highway construction above those au 
thorized by the Federal Aid to Highway Act of 1954. 
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Senator Gore. Mr. Triggs, if you will turn back to page 4 of your 
statement, the concluding sentence of the second paragraph thereon, 
you state an assumption about which we wish to ask a question. 
You assume that at the end of the 10-year period should the Congress 
adopt the recommendation and report of General Clay, that still a new 
oyrogram involving the expenditure of still more borrowed money will 
* before the Congress. Do you assume there that a similar program 
would be extended of borrowing on anticipated gas-tax revenues and 
oil-tax revenues, or otherwise ¢ 

I know you have not had an opportunity to read it so I will read 
to you subsection (b), the first sentence of subsection (b) of section 
105, which says: 

There are hereby appropriated and there shall be paid by the Secretary of the 
Treasury to the Corporation for the fiscal year 1957, and for each fiscal year 
thereafter in which there are outstanding unmatured obligations of the Cor- 
poration, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, amounts 
equal to the revenue in excess of $622,500,000 collected during each fiscal year, 
as shown by the official accounts of the Directors of Internal Revenue, from the 
taxes (including interest, penalties, and additions to taxes) imposed by sections 
4081 and 4041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 on gasoline and special 
fuels, upon certification by the Board and the Secretary of the Treasury as 
necessary to finance this program. 

If I may interpret that sentence as I understand it, that is a 30-year 
appropriation 

Ir. Trices. It would so seem, sir. 

Senator Gore. Of «ll of the amounts received from gasoline and oil 
taxes above a pegged amount for the secondary, primary, and urban 
roads. My question is, If we, by this bill, should appropriate all these 
revenues for the next 30 years, upon what basis would we be able to 
finance a continuing program either for secondary, urban, primary, 
or interstate, at the end of the 10-year period ¢ 

Mr. Trices. It certainly would represent a problem, but I would 
assume that here we build up a tremendous construction industry, and 
we build up the concept that the Federal Government is going to pro- 
vide revenues to build highways in this country. I can hardly believe 
that once that concept is built up, once we get pressures from all 
kinds of vested interests—I do not mean that in a derogatory sense— 
to continue a big construction program, there will be political pres- 
sures on the Congress to continue it some way. 

Senator Gore. There is continuing pressure for better roads. We 
all recognize that. One point that the Congress must take into con- 
sideration is that S. 1160 would actually lessen the amount available 
from the Federal Government during the next 10 years for secondary, 
primary, and urban roads, and mn. augment the amounts available 
for the Interstate System to the point of draining the till dry for the 
next 30 years. 

Mr. Triees. You are correct. 

Senator Gore. From what source do you think the Congress might 
get sufficient money to continue the maintenance and rebuilding and 
relocation of the secondary, and the primary, and the urban roads? 

Mr. Trices. Well, for example, the Congress might decide they had 
to increase the Federal gas tax. They might decide they had to in- 
crease some other tax. 
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Senator Gore. I point out to you, however, that this bill, no matter 
how much that tax might be increased, the revenue would be appro- 
priated for the next 30 years 

Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. That would be for increasing it over the $622 million ¢ 

Senator Gore. As I understand this section, the amount that can 
be used from gasoline tax and oil tax for secondary, urban, and pri- 
mary, is pegged at $622,500,000 for the next 30 years. And all 
revenue beyond that amount from that source of taxation would be by 
this bill appropriated to the Corporation for use on the Interstate 
System. 

If that is not a correct interpretation, I am sure that eventually 
we will have one, but if that is a correct interpretation I dare say this 
committee will want to change it. 

Senator Kucne. That is to say that the amount in your under- 
standing, in excess of $622,500,000, would be used to pay the premiums 
on the bonds that the Corporation would issue? Is that the way 
that works? 

Senator Gore. I'am not an authority on this bill, but that is the way 
I read it. 

Senator Case. I doubt that anybody is an authority on this bill yet, 
because I doubt that anybody has had an opportunity to read it. 

Senator Gore. I have read it. 

Senator Case. You have had that advantage over some of the rest 
of us. However, my understanding from an explanation that I heard 
given by General Clay of his report was that the $622,500,000 was de- 
signed to cover the Federal primary, the Federal secondary, the modi- 
fied urban, and the allocations for forest highways. 

I think possibly the Chairman may recall that at the time we were 
visiting with General Clay at the White House, he said there would 
be no impairment of the idea if the $622 million were raised to in- 
corporate park highways and the Indian roads. 

Senator Gore. But that is not in the bill. 

Senator Case. No, that is not in the bill. 

Senator Gore. I remember that. 

Senator Case. In that connection, he did say it did include forest 
highways but not park highways. I also think—and I am not sure 
because I have not had a chance to determine it yet—that there is 
some modification proposed in the bill for authorizations of the so- 
called urban areas. 

I see it now, paragraph (b) of section 201 at the top of page 14. 
The existing authorization for urban roads is reduced from 175 to 75 
million dollars. 

Senator Gore. That was the basis on which I made the statement 
a few moments ago that the total amount for primary, sec ondary, 
and urban systems is reduced by this bill. The clerk has made a 
compilation ‘here which shows that under S. 1160 there would be 
$210 million available for secondary roads; $315 million for the pri- 
mary system—that is per annum; $75 million, which is a reduction 
from $175 million, for the urban system; and $2,500 million per an- 
num for the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that that would continue 
the $315 million level for the primary system. 

Senator Gore. Under the present law. 
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Senator Case. And $210 million for the secondary system. Both 
would be continued at the present level. It would be misleading, 
however, to suggest that there would be $2,500 million made Saale 
out of current receipts for the Interstate System on an annual basis. 

Senator Gore. | did not mean to imply that. 

Senator Cask. I do not think the Chairman meant that. But I 
think using the figures together might suggest that there might be 
that much in the annual take from gas and revenues, and we do not 
of course get $3 billion. 

Senator Gore. This section which I read would undertake to appro- 
priate for the next 30 years all the revenues from these sourees—— 

Senator Casz. Would undertake to spend in 10 years all of the por- 
tion of the Federal gasoline tax that otherwise would be spent in 
30 years on the Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. I believe that is correct. That is how I under- 
stand it, 

Senator Cast. During the last 20 years of the 80 you would not be 
building any more Interstate System unless you financed it otherwise. 
You would use up in 10 years all the Interstate portion of 30 years. 

Senator Case. We would have run it dry so far as this present tax 
is concerned, 

Senator Kucne:. On this question of the Clay committee report, 
just exactly what the recommendations are, it seems to me we ought 
to have the staff make a careful study and give us the benefit of its 
views first on the legality of the situation, secondly on the amounts 
of money that are estimated to fall into the Treasury under the present 
gasoline and fuel taxes so that we will have in front of us just exactly 
What is contemplated. 

This witness represents a great organization which apparently op- 
poses any change in the present Federal allocations. We have his 
views. Before we can talk intelligently about the recommendations 
of the Clay committee, and pass judgment on it up or down, we ought 
to have a little staff work I think, which will give us concretely just 
exactly what they have in mind with respect to the sale of bonds and 
the amounts of money to be raised, et cetera. 

Senator Gore. I think you have made a pertinent suggestion, and 
I had intended to bring this matter to the attention of the committee 
at the conclusion of the hearing, but I think since you raise it it might 
as well be discussed now, if the witness will just hold his peace a few 
moments. 

I had thought that | would suggest to the committee the advisability 
of asking the Secretary of Commerce, because most of the authority 
delegated in the bill is reposed in him, to make such study and prepare 
answers to whatever questions the members of the committee might 
desire to submit in advance, or when he appeared before the com- 
mittee. 

If there is no objection, I shall do that and incorporate any questions 
which any member of the subcommittee or of the full committee may 
wish to submit. 

Is there objection to that / 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. It seems to me that certainly before we get to dis- 
cussing the bill S. 1160, which was drafted by somebody who I do 
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not know, but dr: ifted ap parently to carry out the recommendation 
of the Clay committee, that the Secret ary of Commerce or General 
Clay should come and make a presentation of the bill. 

The bill should be interpreted by those who had something to do 
with its drafting. I have no hesitancy in stating that I presented the 
bill to the Senate vesterday in behalf of Senator Martin at his re quest, 
and that Senator Chavez and I joined in the maonialan of it 
order that the proposal might be in printed form so that the comn 
tee might know about it. 

I did not receive a copy of the draft of the bill to introduce until a 
very few minutes before the Senate met. [T had no opportunity to 
read the bill actually. The printed copy came this morning. Th 
few mimeographed or proc ad copies which were available vester 
day afternoon were gathered by up representatives of the press and 
so forth, so I did not even have one in the office. 

Had IT had an opportunity to go over the draft of the bill I am 
sure there would have been several suggestions that | would have made 
in it, and in fact when I presented the bill to the Senate yesterday in 
behalf of Senator Martin and Senator Chavez and myself, I stated 
at that time that I felt that each of us was reserving rights on it with 
respect to its text. 

The paragraph to which you directed attention on page 8, sub- 
paragraph (b) of section 105, is, as you mentioned to me earlier this 
morning before the committee met, clearly not a proper paragraph to 
be consdered by this committee for under the experience which both 
the chairman and I had in the House of Representatives and as mem 
bers of the Appropriations Committee, we would strenuously object 
to a legislative committee reporting a bill which would say that there 
are hereby appropriated and there shall be paid by the Secretary of 
the Treasury any amount whatsoever. 

That would be an appropriation bill and could not properly be 
reported from this committee. It would be subject to a point of order. 
To avoid the parliamentary situation that could be amended 
make it read “There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
payment by the Secretary of the Treasury,” or something like that. 

It could bean authorization for appropriation. 

The committee, if we were to report this bill, could appropriately 
modify the language to make it within the jurisdiction of this com 
mittee. However, I do say that for myself I want an opportunity to 
study the bill. I do not think that any member of the committee, so 
far as I know, is prepared to explain or defend the bill. 

I do not know of any member of the committee who has had an 
opportunity to study it. It illustrates the value of having consultation 
on draftsmanship as well as with regard to objectives of a bill. 

The senior Senator from South Dakota stated yesterday in present- 
ing the bill that I had some ideas that I would try to saree ate 
later. Over the weekend I shall try to do that. Either by way of a 
separate bill or by way of amendments I shall try to bring some of 
the points to the committee. 

Senator Gore. I am sure the committee will welcome the introduc 
tion of a bill by Senator Case or any other Senator, and the committee 
will consider all bills, so far as Tam concerned, the committee will con 
sider all bills and then we will try to arrive at the best possible high 
way bill. 





90 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


If there is no objection the Chair will instruct the staff of the eom- 
mittee, in accordance with the suggestion of Senator Case, to make 
an analysis of this bill and submit copies to each member of the 
committee, 

If there is no objection the Chair will write to the Secretary of 
Commerce inviting and requesting his appearance before this com- 
mittee to explain the bill, and to respond to certain questions which 
the committee may wish to submit. 

The Chair will withhold writing the letter until tomorrow in order 
that any member may add any specific questions that he particularly 
may have in mind at this point. 

Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. Has the chairman invited General Clay to appear 
before the committee? Is that contemplated ¢ 

Senator Gore. It is contemplated with the permission of the com- 
mittee. I had thought that since General Clay is without official re- 
sponsibility in the Government, and since so much of this authority 
is delegated to the Secretary of Commerce, that an official spokesman 
who would be primarily responsible for the program should be first, 
and then perhaps General Clay next. That was my idea. 

Senator Busu. I think that is very appropriate. I do wish to sug- 
gest that I think it would be highly desirable to have General Clay 
appear. ‘That is all I wanted to find out, whether you had that in 
mind. 

Senator Gore. I -do; yes, indeed. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I was about to ask the same thing, or 
ask if you wouldn’t include in your invitations one to General Clay 
to appear. 

Senator Gorr. I had intended to do so. I do believe it would be 
proper for the official spokesman who has responsibility in the Gov- 
ernment and to whom the authority is delegated to be first to appear. 
I believe that would be proper. 

I have one more question of the witness and then I shall desist and 
let others ask questions. 

You expressed apprehension about a declining rate of participation 
by the States. Do you believe that we should continue the system 
of matching as now exists between the Federal Government and the 
States, or do you persist in contending that there should be no increase 
in the amount of Federal contribution on the Interstate System ¢ 

Mr. Trices. The second position which you stated, we favor no in- 
crease in the Federal appropriation on highways, is our basic position. 
We have felt that the Federal money should be matched by the State 
governments, without having defined or crystallized this too definitely. 

I think we also concede, assuming the Federal appropriations are 
increased to a very large extent, and the matching provision is in- 
cluded, that this does involve more and more the Federal Government 
telling the State governments what they must do. We are also con- 
cerned about this aspect. 

Senator Gore. The two bills pending before the committee at this 
time would increase the Federal share of the Interstate System. Both 
bills would leave the matching formula the same—50—50—with respect 
to the secondary, urban, and primary. But both bills would increase 
the Federal share on the Interstate System. 
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S. 1048 would make it a 2 to 1 share—2 for the Federal Government 
and 1 for the State. The new bill, the administration bill, would 
propose 90 percent by the Federal Government and 10 by the State, 

I believe. 

Senator Case. That is on right-of-way, but 100 percent on con- 
struction. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case makes a correction. Those are all the 
questions that I wish to submit. 

Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Case. Mr. Triggs, when you appeared before this committee 
last year we had some discussion of the fact that there was no refund 
of gasoline taxes that were used for nonhighway purposes, and | 
asked you: 

Has your organization made a study to determine to what extent State laws 
provide for refunds of gasoline taxes which are used for nonhighway purposes? 

Your answer at that time was: 


Hardly in the form of a study. From what I have heard of the matter, it is 
my impression that somewhere in the neighborhood of 44 or 45 States provide 
for a refund of part or all, 

Have you pursued that matter any since then 

Mr. Trices. Only in the way of asking individuals. I understand 
now that 46 States provide for a refund or exemption of part or all 
of the State gasoline tax. 

Senator Casr. So that with the exception of two States, the States 
do authorize a refund of the State tax on gasoline used for nonhighway 
purposes ¢ 

Mr. Triees. Let me make it quite clear that I am not testifying to 
this as a matter of fact. I understand this is correct but I have not 
cheeked into it that carefully. The great majority of them do, 
certainly. 

Senator Case. From the outset I say both to the chairman and to 
Mr. Triggs, where I have heard any discussion of this Clay report 
| pointed « out that a dedication of the Federal gas tax to the construe- 
tion of the interstate roads would encounter serious troubles in 
Congress. 

In fact, I pointed out last year that the bill that was passed by the 
House did so dedicate the extended Federal gas tax of 2 cents per 
gallon to the Interstate System. The Senate bill did not, and the 
Senate view prevailed in the conference. Consequently, the Highway 
Act of 1954 did not peg the Interstate System to the continuation of 
the Federal gas tax at its present level. 

I think that if it were to do that it would be— 

Senator Gore. Did you say it did not? 

Senator Casr. It did not. The House accepted the Senate’s posi- 
tion in that matter. This is a little different proposal than the Clay 
committee’s bill in that they link the guaranty of $622,500,000 for the 
other highway system along with the Interstate System in the appro- 
priation of all of the revenue. 

Do you think, Mr. Triggs, that the farmers of the country would 
accept a continuation of the Federal gas tax at its present level for 
the primary purpose of building an increased Interstate System if 
ihey felt that the one was dependent upon the other ? 
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Mr. Triaes. I can only say that our position, as determined by our 
official voting delegates, is that the Federal gasoline tax ought to be 
repealed, leavi ing this source of money available to the States. Our 
people express confidence that if the’ Federal Government did this, 
that the great majority—of course we cannot possibly know that all 
will do it—that the great majority of the States would immediately 
imerease their g: asoline t tax in the same amount. 

Senator Case. For myself I cannot accept your conclusion in the 
matter because I have found in my own State at least that the very 
pegple that have plugged for the repeal of the Federal gas tax are the 
people who have opposed any increase in the State casoline t ax. 

Mr. Triags. You might be correct. 

Senator Case. I have no further questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel 

Senator Kucnev. I have no questions. This developed problem 
of reimbursement of gasoline taxes based on nonhighway use is an 
interesting one, but hardly the subject for great exploration by this 
committee, 

We have these two pieces of legislation. We will have more. The 
questions I am sure must be geared entirely to whether or not there 
must be an increase in the Federal program of highway construction 
and, assuming that that is answered in the affirm: itive, how the money 
is to be raised. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Triggs. The committee appreciates 
your appearance and the contribution of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. 

The committee will next hear Mr. Riley, of the American Federa- 
tion of Labor. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Rixy. Members of the committee, I am George D. Riley, a 
member of the national legislative committee of the American Fed. 
eration of Labor. I have a statement but it is nontechnical except 
for 1 or 2 main points. To conserve the time of the committee and 
allow other witnesses to come in, I would appreciate it if I may sub- 
mit the statement as having been read and give a few informal re- 
marks on it. 

Senator Gorr. Without objection the statement will be incorporated 
in the record. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if there is no objection, I think we 
ought to applaud that witness for that suggestion and hope his ex- 
ample w de> dl be followed by others. 

Mr. Rirey. I am sympathetic to the problems of the committee. 

(The statement is as follows:) 

The 1954 convention of the American Federation of Labor recorded 
its position unanimously in support of the highway construction, to- 
gether with inclusion of Davis-Bacon Act, fair-labor provisions in the 
building of roadways. 

The convention called for the AFI. to take “all possible steps to pro- 
cure increased appropriations for this purpose” and added that “there 
is an obvious need for building many new highways and improving 
existing ones.’ 
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The peacetime demands for adequate vital arterial networks and 
feeder nee is proving increasingly acute. The recent Federal legis- 
lation in this field, though important, can only be regarded as a starter 
in the right direction. 

Even the great revenue turnpike systems already laid out and others 
still being built and still others projected, constructed State by State 
and from State to State can, at best, be regarded as but the beginning 
of bigger and more capacious avenues to the systems of tomorrow. 

Nevertheless, the tremendous success which these turnpikes have 
proved, the greatly increased revenues over estimated revenues demon- 
strate conclusive ly that much more of the same on an expanded basis is 
what is needed on which the transport of the Nation will have to move 
if the many millions of tons of merchandise and persons are to be taken 
from place to place. 

With production of the 50 millionth automobile by a single com 
pany and with an industry output of nearly 6 million cars forecast 
for 1955, the demand just for noncommercial vehicle highway space 
alone will have to be reckoned with. 

To meet this demand and the demand for space for the thousands 
and thousands of new trucks, Illinois has just approved a plan for 

$390 million in construction of nearly 200 miles of toll roads. South 
Dakota's governor stressed the great necessity for highways in his 
remarks to the legislature. West Vi irginia has just comple ‘ted 88 miles 
of its turnpike at a cost of around $1,200,000 a mile. This is the road 
which was not “going anyw here’ >and which, because of difficulties of 
terrain, “could not be built.” 

Already the West Virginia Turnpike is planned to be linked to a 


north-south line out of Ohio and extending through Virginia and 
going south into Florida. 

New Jersey, New York, Maine, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Penn- 
sylvania, Maryland, Indiana, Oklahoma, Kentucky, Kansas, and other 
States already have iia sae new highway systems or have blue- 


printed such with early building coming up. 

America is on the move in all directions by motor transport. There 
are more than 2,300,000 miles of roads and highways and almost 2 
million miles of this total are surfaced in some degree. But 472,000 
miles need improvement. This, briefly, is the picture of over-the-road 
facilities today. 

It has been pointed out by Senator Potter of Michigan that one-half 
the roads of the United States are unfit for use. He had immediate 
reference to some 1,800,000 miles of hard-surfaced roads, exclusive of 
city streets, when he made this observation. 

Thus, the job is one of extensive repair, reconditioning and con- 
struction as well as expansion and extension. 

The need for farflung overland motor transport facilities is being 
felt by our State Federations of Labor. The Utah State Federation 
of Labor is an example of this statement. In Utah, our Federation 

regarded the problem so intensely that it has an active working com- 
mittee which has even projected its thinking far out and onto a na- 
tional basis. 

Perhaps nowhere is the shortage of adequate highways more felt 
than along the Pacific coast, notably in California where some 6 mil- 
lion motor vehicles are on the move and where the population is grow- 
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ing at the rate of some 1,000 daily. The National Highway Act of 1954 
will bring its benefits to the Pacific States even as it will in other 
States. But this legislation is but a mere start in attacking the tre- 
mendous problem. 

The American Federation of Labor is keenly aware that the fast- 
growing population must be met with proper facilities in all respects, 
sanitation, education, all health methods, living space, housing and, 
definitely, transportation. Your own committee on a national high- 
way program and the Committee on National ‘Transportation : and other 
groups working to a common end have full information on the needs 
involved. 

The purpose of the present statement is to offer support for the gen- 
eral proposition and to express the American Federation of Labor’s 
interest based upon convention action as of a few weeks ago. 

For purposes of amending the bill, S. 1048, as suggested at the outset, 
I suggest language to be inserted at the appropriate place to include 
a section somewhat along the following lines: 


Any State desiring to accept the benefits of this act shall submit, through its 
State agency, a State plan for carrying out the purposes of this act. Such State 
plan shall— 

(1) Provide that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or 
subcontractors on construction work performed on highway facilities projects 
approved under the plan shall be paid wages at rates not less than those 
prevailing on similar construction in the locality as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 
U.S. C. 276a—276a-5), and that every such employee shall receive compensa- 
tion at a rate not less than 1% times his basic rate of pay for all hours 
worked in any workweek in excess of 8 hours in any workday or 40 hours in 
the workweek, as the case may be. The Secretary of Labor shall have, with 
respect to the labor standards specified in paragraph (10), the authority 
and functions set forth in Reorganization Plan No. 14 of 1950 (15 I. R. 3176; 
64 Stat. 1267), and section 2 of the act of June 13, 1934, as amended (40 
U. S. C. 276c). 


There is ample precedent for such provision. For example, Jast 
year in Public Law 519 (TT. R. 6842) Congress enacted amendments 
to the Public Building Act of 1949 authorizing acquiring by the 
Federal Government of real estate through lease-purchase agreements 
and included the following language : 

Sec. 207. (c) Except as provided by subsections (a) and (b) of this section, 
sections 3733, 3734, and 3736 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (40 U. 8S. C. 
259; 41 U. S. C. 12, 14); section 1 of the act of March 3, 1877 (19 Stat. 370; 40 
U.S. C. 34) ; and any other provision of law (except applicab'e labor standards 
provisions) relating to the acquisition or disposal of real property. construction 
of buildings, or leasing of space, shall not apply to any of the functions per- 
formed by the Postmaster General in effectuating the purposes of this title. 

I call attention to the exhibits attached to this statement which in- 
clude legislation relating to rates of wages for labor mechanics on 
public- building construction which was approved April 2, 1931, Pub- 
lic Law 633 of the 76th Congress (S. 3650), approved June 15, 1940, 
Public Law 403 (S. 33803) of the 74th C ongress approved August 30, 
1935, and Public Law 321 (H. R. 8519) of the 74th Congress, ‘August 
24, 1935, any one of which may suggest themselves as having value 
in the field of labor laws applicable to the present legislation, S. 1048. 
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(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


[Public—No. 321—74th Congress 
[H. R. 8519] 


AN ACT Requiring contracts for the construction Iteration nd repair of any pul 
building or publie work of the United States to be accompanied by a perf 
protecting the United States and an additional bot 


furnishing material and labor for the construction, alteration, or pair 


bulldings or public work 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) before any contract, exceeding 
$2,000 in amount, for the construction, alteration, or repair of any public build- 
ing or public work of the United States is awarded to any person, such person 
shall furnish to the United States the following bonds, which shall become 
binding upon the award of the contract to such person, who is hereinafter 
designated as “contractor”: 

(1) A performance bond with a surety or sureties satisfactory to the officer 
awarding such contracts, and in such amount as he shall deem adequate, for the 
protection of the United States. 

(2) A payment bond with a surety or sureties satisfactory to such officer 
for the protection of all persons supplying labor and material in the prosecu- 
tion of the work provided for in said contract for the use of each such person. 
Whenever the total amount payable by the terms of the contracts shall be not 
more than $1,000,000 the said payment bond shall be in a sum of one-half the 
total amount payable by the terms of the contract. Whenever the total amount 
payable by the terms of the contract shall be more than $1,000,000 and not more 
than $5,000,000, the said payment bond shall be in a sum of 40 per centum of 
the total amount payable by the terms of the contract. 

Whenever the total amount payable by the terms of the contract shall be more 
than $5,C00,000 the said payment bond shall be in the sum of $2,500,000. 

(b) The contracting officer in respect of any contract is authorized to waive 
the requirement of a performance bond and payment bond for so much of the 
work under such contract as is to be performed in a foreign country if he finds 
that it is impracticable for the contractor to furnish such bonds. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit the authority of any 
contracting officer to require a performance bond or other security in addition 
to those, or in cases other than the cases specified in subsection (a) of this 
section, 

Sec. 2. (a) Every person who has furnished labor or material in the prosecu- 
tion of the work provided for in such contract, in respect of which a payment 
bond is furnished under this Act and who has not been paid in full therefor 
before the expiration of a period of ninety days after the day on which the last 
of the labor was done or performed by him or material was furnished or sup- 
plied by him for which such claim is made, shall have the right to sue on such 
payment bond for the amount, or the balance thereof, unpaid at the time of 
institution of such suit and to-prosecute said action to final execution and judg- 
ment for the sum or sums justly due him: Provided, however, That any person 
having direct contractual relationship with a subcontractor but no contractual 
relationship express or implied with the contractor furnishing said payment 
bond shall have a right of action upon the said payment bond upon giving written 
notice to said contractor within ninety days from the date on which such person 
did or performed the last of the labor or furnished or supplied the last of the 
material for which such claim is made, stating with substantial accuracy the 
amount claimed and the name of the party to whom the material was furnished 
or supplied or for whom the labor was done or performed. Such notice shall be 
served by mailing the same by registered mail, postage prepaid, in an envelop 
addressed to the contractor at any place he maintains an office or conducts 
his business, or his residence, or in any manner in which the United States 
marshal of the district in which the public improvement is situated is authorized 
by law to serve summons. 

(b) Every suit instituted under this section shall be brought in the name of 
the United States for the use of the person suing, in the United States District 
Court for any district in which the contract was to be performed and executed 
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and not elsewhere, irrespective of the amount in controversy in such suit, but 
no such suit shall be commenced after the expiration of one year after the date 
of final settlement of such contract. The United States shall not be liable for 
the payment of any costs or expenses of any such suit. 

Sec, 3. The Comptroller General is authorized and directed to furnish, to any 
person making application therefor who submits an affidavit that he has 
supplied labor or materials for such work and payment therefor has not been 
made or that he is being sued on any such bond, a certified copy of such bond and 
the contract for which it was given, which copy shall be prima facie evidence 
of the contents, execution, and delivery of the original, and, in case final settle- 
ment of such contract has been made, a certified statement of the date of 
such settlement, which shall be conclusive as to such date upon the parties. 

Applicants shall pay for such certified copies and certified statements such 
fees as the Comptroller General fixes to cover the cost of preparation thereof. 

Sec. 4. The term “person” and the masculine pronoun as used throughout this 
Act shall include all persons whether individuals, associations, copartnerships, 
or corporations. 

Sec. 5. This act shall take effect upon the expiration of sixty days after the 
date of its enactment, but shall not apply to any contract awarded pursuant to 
any invitation for bids issued on or before the date it takes effect, or to any 
person or bonds in respect of any such contract. The act entitled “An Act for 
the protection of persons furnishing materials and labor for the construction 
of public works,” approved August 13, 1894, as amended (U.S. C., title 40, see. 
270), is repealed, except that such Act shall remain in force with respect to 
contracts for which invitations for bids have been issued on or before the date 
this Act takes effect, and to persons or bonds in respect of such contracts. 

Approved, August 24, 1935. 





PREVAILING RATE OF WAGE LAW 


The following law provides that the prevailing rate of wages shall be paid 
in the construction, alteration, and repair of any public buildings of the United 
States and the District of Columbia: 


“AN ACT relating to the rate of wages for laborers and mechanics employed on public 
buildings of the United States and the District of Columbia by contractors and subcon- 
tractors, and for other purposes 


“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That every contract in excess of $5,000 in 
amount, to which the United States or the District of Columbia is a party, 
which requires or involves the employment of laborers or mechanics in the 
construction, alteration, and/or repair of any public buildings of the United 
States or the District of Columbia within the geographical limits of the States 
of the Union or the District of Columbia, shall contain a provision to the effect 
that the rate of wage for all laborers and mechanics employed by the contractor 
or any subcontractor on the public buildings covered by the contract shall be 
not less than the prevailing rate of wages for work of a similar nature in the 
city, town, village, or other civil division of the State in which the public 
buildings are located, or in the District of Columbia if the public buildings are 
located there, and a further provision that in case any dispute arises as to what 
are the prevailing rates of wages for work of a similar nature applicable to the 
eontract which cannot be adjusted by the contracting officer, the matter shall 
be referred to the Secretary of Labor for determination and his decision thereon 
shall be conclusive on all parties to the contract: Provided, That in case of 
national emergency the President is authorized to suspend the provisions of 
this Act. 

“Sec. 2. This Act shall take effect 30 days after its passage but shall not affect 
any contract then existing or any contract that may thereafter be entered into 
pursuant to invitations for bids that are outstanding at the time of the passage 
of this Act.” 

“Approved March 3, 1931.” 

This Act becomes effective April 2, 1931. 
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{Public—No. 633—76th Congress] 
{Chapter 373, 3d Session] 


[S. 3650] 


AN ACT To require the payment of prevailing rates of wages on Federal public works in 
Alaska and Hawali 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1 of the Act entitled “An Act 
relating to the rate of wages for laborers and mechanics employed on publi 
buildings of the United States and the District of Columbia by contractors and 
subcontractors, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1931 (46 Stat. 1494) 
as amended, is further amended by striking out the words “States of the Union 
or the District of Columbia” and inserting in lieu thereof “States of the Union, 
the Territory of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, or the District of Columbia” ; 
and by striking out the words “or other civil subdivision of the State” and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘or other civil subdivision of the State, or the Territory 
of Alaska, or the Territory of Hawaii.” 

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act shall take effect on the thirtieth 
day after the date of enactment of this Act, but shall not affect any contract in 
existence on such effective date or made thereafter pursuant to invitations for 
bids outstanding on the date of enactment of this Act. 

Approved June 15, 1940. 





[By Walsh—To Amend Davis-Bacon Act] 
[Public—No. 403—74th Congress] 


[S. 3303] 


AN ACT To amend the Act approved March 3, 1931, relating to the rate of wages for 
laborers and mechanics employed by contractors and subcontractors on public buildings 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of Amcrica in Congress assembled, That the Act entitled “An Act relating to 

the rate of wages for laborers and mechanics employed on public buildings of 
the United States and the District of Columbia by contractors or subcontractors, 
and for other purposes,” approved March 38, 1931, is amended to read as follows: 
“That the advertised specifications for every contract in excess of $2,000; to 
which the United States or the District of Columbia is a party, for construction, 
alteration, and/or repair, including painting and decorating, of public buildings 
or public works of the United States or the District of Columbia within the 
geographical limits of the States of the Union or the District of Columbia, and 
which requires or involves the employment of mechanics and/or laborers shall 
contain a provision stating the minimum wages to be paid various classes of 
laborers and mechanics wliich shall be based upon the wages that will be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Labor to be prevailing for the corresponding classes 
of laborers and mechanics employed on projects of a character similar to the 
contract work in the city, town, village, or other civil subdivision of the State 
in which the work is to be performed, or in the District of Columbia if the work 
is to be performed there; and every contract based upon these specifications shall 
contain a stipulation that the contractor or his subcontractor shall pay all 
mechanics and laborers employed directly upon the site of the work, uncondi 
tionally and not less often than once a week, and without subsequent. deduction 
or rebate on any account, the full amounts accrued at time of payment, computed 
at wage rates not less than those stated in the advertised specifications, regard- 
less of any contractual relationship which may be alleged to exist between the 
contractor or subcontractor and such laborers and mechanics, and that the scale 
of wages to be paid shall be posted by the contractor in a prominent and easily 
accessible plate at the site of the work; and the further stipulation that there 
may be withheld from the contractor so much of accrued payments as may be 
considered necessary by the contracting officer to pay to laborers and mechanics 
employed by the contractor of any subcontractor on the work the difference be 
tween the rates of wages required by the contract to be paid laborers and 
mechanics on the work and the rates of wages received by such laborers and 
mechanics and not refunded to the contractor, subcontractors, or their agents. 
“Sec. 2. Every contract within the scope of this Act shall contain the further 
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provision that in the event it is found by the contracting officer that any laborer 
or mechanic employed by the contractor or any subcontractor directly on the 
site of the work covered by the contract has been or is being paid a rate of 
wages less than the rate of wages required by the contract to be paid as afore- 
said, the Government may, by written notice to the contractor, terminate his 
right to proceed with the work or such part of the work as to which there has 
been a failure to pay said required wages and to prosecute the work to com- 
pletion by contract or otherwise, and the contractor and his sureties shall be 
liable to the Government for any excess costs occasioned the Government thereby. 

“Sec. 3. (a) The Comptroller General of the United States is hereby authorized 
and directed to pay directly to laborers and mechanics from any accrued pay- 
ments withheld under the terms of the contract any wages found to be due 
laborers and mechanics pursuant to this Act; and the Comptroller General of 
the United States is further authorized and is directed to distribute a list to 
all departments of the Government giving the names of persons or firms whom 
he has found to have disregarded their obligations to employees and subcon- 
tractors. No contract shall be awarded to the persons or firms appearing on this 
list or to any firm, corporation, partnership, or association in which such persons 
or firms have an interest until three years have elapsed from the date of 
publication of the list containing the names of such persons or firms. 

“(b) If the accrued payments withheld under the terms of the contract, as 
aforesaid, are insufficient to reimburse all the laborers and mechanics with 
respect to whom there has been a failure to pay the wages required pursuant to 
this Act, such laborers and mechanics shall have the right of action and/or 
of intervention against the contractor and his sureties conferred by law upon 
persons furnishing labor or materials, and in such proceedings it shall be no 
defense that such laborers and mechanics accepted or agreed to accept less than 
the required rate of wages or voluntarily made refunds. 

“Sec. 4. This Act shall not be construed to supersede or impair any authority 
otherwise granted by Federal law to provide for the establishment of specific 
wage rates. 

“Sec. 5. This Act shall take effect thirty days after its passage, but shall not 
affect any contract then existing or any contract that may thereafter be entered 
into pursuant to invitations for bids that are outstanding at the time of the 
passage of this Act. 

“Sec. 6. In the event of a national emergency the President is authorized to 
suspend the provisions of this Act. 

“Sec. 7. The funds appropriated and made available by the Emergency Relief 
Appropriation Act of 1935 (Public Resolution Numbered 11, Seventy-fourth 
Congress) are hereby made available for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1936, 
to the Department of Labor for expenses of the administration of this Act.” 

Approved, August 30, 1935. 


Senator Gore. The committee would like for you to give us extem- 
poraneously the highlights of the principal points of the statement. 

Mr. Ritey. There are two points. One, we recognize and urge the 
recognition universally of the tremendous necessity for bigger high- 
ways, longer highways, arterial, secondary, and all classes of high- 
ways. The acceptance which the new present superhighways have met 
shows very definitely the demand for such highways. 

We are not concerned with the technical side of the financing, how 
it is done. I have not had the opportunity to analyze the President’s 
program here because we have just received a copy this morning. 

I have examined S. 1048 and find that it is in conformity with the 
accepted practice over the years, and it seems to be a very substantial 
approach to the problem. 

enator Gore. Thank you. 

Mr. Ritey. I am informed on the provisions of the Fallon bill and 
the Buckley bill in the House which are designed to codify the road 
aid with a number of minor bills. 

I have no particular desire to suggest to this committee how the 
financing should be done. It may well be that before a big program 
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is fully in effect we might have different fuels for automobiles. It 
may be atomic, it may be radio, or what have you. 

So we could feel that such ideas might well have to be revised : 
time goes on. We do have a definite viewpoint on what we believe to 
be the need, the modern day need, for setting up labor standards in the 
construction of these highways the same as you have standards for 
specifications and materials dimensions, the thickness of the under 
layer and the top layer, and so on. 

There have been various Federal labor laws on the books, notably 
the Davis-Bacon Act, which concerns itself with the paying of wages 
in conformity to the prevailing scales in the community where the 
wages are being paid. 

That we are particularly interested in, Mr. Chairman, and if I may 
quote very briefly from the action of the recent American Federation 
of Labor convention in Los Angeles on that subject, I can say that the 
convention stated : 

We urge the officers of the federation to take all possible steps to procure 
increased appropriations for this purpose. 

Namely, highway construction. 

There is an obvious need for building many new highways and improving 
existing ones. We note that the current law does not carry a Davis-Bacon 
provision on grants to the several States for highway construction. We recom- 
mend that steps be taken to add the Davis-Bacon provisions to the legislation 
governing highway grants. 

That was unanimously adopted at the convention last September 
in Los Angeles. 

You have a very good pattern set for the request which I am making 
of you. Ina current bill, S. 5, I believe the number is—— 

Senator Gore. Who is the author of that bill ? 

Mr. Rutry. That is a joint bill, Mr. Chairman. It is very fre- 
quently referred to as the Hill bill, and it is designed to promote 
school construction on a Federal-aid basis. It has any number of 
sponsors. Apparently some 35 to 40. 

That bill, in my opinion, is going to come out of the committee, 
and come out largely intact. For that reason we feel that the provi- 
sion in that bill under the heading “State plans, section 5, subsection 
10,” is good language. 

Senator Gore. Would you recommend that that language be in- 
cluded in the road bill? 

Mr. Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Is that a long section / 

Mr. Rirry. No; it is not. 

Senator Gore. Would you mind reading it? 

Mr. Ritey. Actually, it is a very short section. It is a subsection. 
I would not attempt to read the whole section. I can give you the 
introduction to it. [Reading:] 

Any State desiring to accept the benefits of this act shall submit through its 


State agency a State plan for carrying out the provisions of this act. Such 
State plan shall— 


and then we go into the subsection: 


provide that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcon- 
tractors on construction work performed on— 
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and in this bill it is school. and I am succeeding the substitution of 
one word “highways” 





Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, why don’t you read that from your 
statement? You have that in your statement adapted to highways. 
It is on page 4 of your statement. 

Senator Gore. I am sure Senator Case would not mind me saying 
that he has been reading your statement and is very complimentary 
of it. 

Mr. Ruiter. I appreciate it. [Reading :] 

Provide that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcon- 
tractors on construction work performed on highway-facilities projects approved 
under the plan shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on 
Similar construction in the locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in 
accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U. S. C. 276a-276a-5), 
and that every such employee shall receive compensation at a rate not less than 
one and one-half times his basic rate of pay for all hours worked in any workweek 


in excess of 8 hours in any workday or 40 hours in the workweek, as the case 
may be. 


The Secretary of Labor shall have, with respect to the labor standards specified 
in paragraph 10, the authority and functions set forth in Reorganization Plan 
No. 14 of 1950 (15 F. R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267), and section 2 of the act of June 18, 
1934, as amended (40 U. S. C. 276c). 

It is just that simple that the language we suggest be in there. 
Any variation of that which would be aimed to effect the same pur- 
pose, we certainly would not be quarrelsome about it whatsoever. 

With those remarks, Mr. Chairman, I have nothing particularly to 
add. I will say that our teamsters union, the president of the team- 
sters union is a member of the advisory committee along with General 
Clay on the general good purposes of highway construction, Mr. 
David Beck. 

We have watched this situation sufficiently that we know now that 
the movement is going to come out in some form and that inasmuch as 
it will, we hope it will come out with that particular type ef inclusion 
which will give us the advantage just as is included in other Federal 
projects and now to be proposed in the State plan under Federal-aid 
projects. 

Senator Gore. You are proposing that the Congress write this into 
the bill as a condition precedent to the allocation of funds to respective 
States / 

Mr. Rirey. That is right, exactly. We have good standards for 
construction; let’s have good standards for the payment of labor. 
There is nothing free in the world. We in the long run will pay 
our share of this high construction bill ourselves. We are not precon- 
ceived on notions of long-term bonded indebtedness. 

We feel, and we are showing here in this program for schools, that 
we want to have the necessities given to the coming generation as well 
as to the present one. The facilities in that bill called for a half- 
billion dollars for 2 years, for the ensuing fiscal year beginning July 
1, 1955, and 1956, which will give the rising generation an opportunity. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Riley, early in your testimony you expressed 
your concern and your support for an accelerated program of con- 
struction and improvement of all types of highways. 

Mr. Riry. Yes. We are not obstructionists on this. We want to 
see lots of highways, wherever they belong. We are not experts to 
tell you where they belong or how to finance them. We want those who 
need highways to get them. 
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Senator Gore. Are you aware of the fact that 5. 1045 proposes an 
accelerated program of construction for all types of highways 

Mr. River. I know that. 

Senator Gore. Whereas the new bill, S. 1160, proposes an accelera- 
tion only of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Ritey. If the farmers can’t get their trucks to market we feel 
that they are being let down. Highw: ays are essentially a rural trans 
portation problem and in the city as well. Therefore, if we are going 
to serve the cities why shouldn't we serve all the farmers wherever 
they may be to the greatest practical extent ‘ 

We certainly are not going to suggest that you pull any punches in 
providing them with the same facilities as the ‘vy need them as you 
would the rest of the population. 

Senator Gore. A great many people other than farmers use the 
primary, secondary, and urban roads. 

Mr. Ritey. Certainly. Logging, and so forth. 

Senator Gore. As a matter of fact, the Interstate System carries 
only one-seventh of the traffic. Many leading cities in America are not 
on the Interstate System at all. I agree with your statement that 
we should accelerate the improvement of, the construction of, all 
types of our highways. I believe our transportation problem must 
be viewed in whole and not just in part. 

Mr. Ritey. That is right. People will not give protection to this 
bill. You have to look at this with a wide screen. 

Senator Gore. I started to ask you about financing, but you excused 
yourself from that. 

Mr. Rrry. I do not qualify myself as a financial expert. We are 
qualified in the field of labor and labor relations. 

Senator Gore. Let me put it this way: One of the things that has 
worried me about the administration proposal is that all of the in- 
creased expenditures would be on this one system that handles only 
one-seventh of the traffic and would preempt the sources of so-called 
highway-use revenue for the next 30 years. It is a matter of concern. 

Mr. Ritey. Definitely. And if I may take recourse to the few 
words I read you about the action of our convention, I would say that 
they are sufficiently accommodating to say that the legislation should 
not be confined to any particular type of transportation facility, but 
facilities which will go to all the people. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Mr. Riley, first, with respect to the suggested lan- 
guage, I think the suggestion that the States should be required to 
submit a plan for carrying out the purposes of the act is sort of a 

carryover from the school bill, is it not 2 

Mr. Ritey. That is it exactly. It is taken bodily except for one 
word there. 

Senator Casr. Of course, there is no plan in existence today for a 
program of school construction comparable to what is suggested in 
the Hill bill. So that some formal acceptance by the States would 
probably be necessary. 

With respect to highways, we do have a going plan of Federal aid 
for highways. 

Mr. Rirey. That is right. 
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Senator Case. So it occurs to me that your purpose could be accom- 
lished if you required that a State should certify that certain things 
a been done in connection with the contract. 

Mr. Ruiter. We have no jealousy of terminology whatsoever. What- 
ever accommodates the situation certainly we would be very happy 
with. 

Senator Case. It is certainly true that in the Davis-Bacon Act and 
in the Lease-Purchase Act you have precedence for what you have 
suggested. 

Mr. Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. I am a little bit curious to know why no precedent 
can be cited in the field of highway construction. The Federal Gov- 
ernment has been aiding highway construction for some time, and I 
do not recall that this proposal was made when we had up the highway 
bill last year. 

Mr. Ritey. That is true; it was not. The magnitude of this pro- 
gram, whatever form it may take in the long run, certainly recom- 
mends itself forcibly to the extreme need for being modern and mature 
in our thinking and to incorporate such language. 

; eenator Case. You know of no precedents in any of the highway 
Acts? 

Mr. Ritey. I claim no precedent. My precedent, as you have men- 
tioned, is the Lease-Purchase Act which we very vigorously supported 
and which we were responsible for having included in that bill, the 
language that I am sure you are well informed on. 

Senator Casr. Do you know of any basis of opp9sition or hesitation 
which has been responsible for the fact that there is precedent in 
highway legislation ? 

Mr. Rirey. I do not know of any. I would have no opposition to 
cite in that regard, Senator Case. It is one of those things that may 
be the first things first. I would not want to exclude it even on that 
ground. 

It just simply has been that now the program is getting so vigorous, 
so very serious, and so large, that it commands new thinking. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, that suggests to me that among the 
other witnesses that are to appear on this legislation—you may already 
have this in mind—will be representatives of the American Associa- 
tion of State Highway Officials. 

Senator Gore. They are scheduled to testify. 

Senator Case. In contacting them I suggest that the staff bring to 
their attention this suggested provision, because there must be some 
reason why this has not come up before or, whether there has been 
or not, it would be desirable I think to have some expression of opinion 
from the State highway officials because it would be applicable to the 
funds that they put into the highway construction as well as to the 
Federal funds. 

Senator Gore. Without objection the staff will be instructed to so 
inform the State highway officials and so request them. 

Do you have anything further ? 

Senator Case. That is all. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara, the witness before the commit- 
tee may be known to you: Mr. Riley of the American Federation of 
Labor. It is your time to submit questions. 
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Senator McNamara. I would not presume to ask any questions at 
this point because I unfortunately had to attend an executive session 
of the Labor Committee this morning. 

Mr. Ritey. For the benefit of Senator McNamara and Senator Kerr, 
may I sum up?! I stated that I am not qualified, at the outset, on 
financing on road building. We feel that we know a little about labor 
relations and we are asking first of all that there be included in the 
legislation, in whatever form it may take, Davis-Bacon provisions, 
fair labor standards, to be included. 

Senator Gore. As a condition precedent to the allocation of the 
funds to the respective States. 

Mr. Ritey. That isright. I remarked that in the Labor Committee 
there is now pending a bill which to my way of thinking certainly 
will come out in substantially the form that it went in. 

The school-aid bill, school construction bill, with matching funds 
on the part of the Federal Government, includes the type of legislation 
section that we would like to have put into this bill on fair labor 
standards. 

Senator Gore. Would you also summarize your view with respect 
to the improvement of all types of roads? 

Mr. Rizxy. Yes. We are for roads wherever they are needed— 
secondary, arterial, superhighway, or whatever have you. We think 
that as long as those facilities are needed they should be afforded. 
We are not attempting to tell you how they should be financed. That 
is for the Congress to exercise its wisdom on or to be advised on. 

Weare not experts in that field. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara, do you have any questions now ? 

Senator McNamara. No, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucuex. Let me say to Mr. Riley first of all, that I think 
you have made a constructive suggestion, specifically with respect to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Ritey. I appreciate that. 

Senator Kucuer. Generally, it is a very fine statement, including, 
I might add, your own continuing recognition of the unique prob- 
lems we have in California and in the West where it is true that our 
population increase is fantastic. 

Only because of the discussion, Mr. Riley, while you have been here 
testifying, I want to say this, and I am sure that the members of the 
committee will agree with me: In the last 2 years the work of this 
committee with respect to highway legislation in my judgment has 
been free of partisan politics. 

I think when we wrote the legislation that is now the law, we 
gathered around the table and in the interest of the welfare of the 
country and the Federal Government’s responsibility, we drafted 
what we thought was a good program. 

My particular interest in the report of the so-called Clay committee 
is to have this Senate committee again determine in that same non- 
partisan sphere whether the vehicle of selling bonds and earmarking 
revenues to pay for them might be a good thing for the people of this 
country. You recognized in your report the lease-purchase legislation. 

Mr. Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. The lease-purchase legislation will permit build- 
ings to be erected on a time payment plan, and thus for the first time 
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in almost 20 years new Federal buildings which are necessary will 
be constructed and utilized by the Federal Government on, generally 
speaking, the same type of theory—time payments. 

Here you have a suggestion that I have not acquainted myself 
with. It does seem to me that this committee ought to pay particular 
attention to the recommendations of the Clay committee with respect 
to raising moneys, because it might be that we would find that right 
now is the time to expend more moneys than what the pending level 
of Federal revenues would permit, and that is my particular interest, 
Mr. Chairman, in the several recommendations of the report. 

Meanwhile, the chairman has introduced a bill that is well worthy 
of consideration : of continuing the present formula of allocation. But 
I do feel that before we write any legislation this year on this problem, 
we ought to pass judgment on the basis of testimony here on the rec- 
ommendation of the committee with respect to the sale of bonds. 

Since my good friend, the Senator from Oklahoma has returned, I 
listened to some of his comments on the fiscal situation. He may be 
right. Ido not know. He expressed an opinion that on the revenues 
and expenditures of the odes] Government, which other people 
would disagree from. 

I would be interested in exploring that with the Senator because I 
have not heard that we had a series of 7 years where we spent less 
than we took in. 

Senator Kerr. I said the overall for the 7 years. During those 7 
years some of them had deficits, some had surpluses. But the overall 
was a surplus. 

Senator Kucuex. That is an interesting statistic which I had not 
heard stated before, and if we are going to get into this question of how 
much money can be spent, if that is part of the responsibility of this 
committee, it seems to me we ought to spell out pretty carefully just 
exactly what could be expended this year, or what could be authorized 
this year in highway legislation. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ritey. Mr. Chairman, may I interpolate here and say that it is 
pretty well known that we do not run up here to get our taxes cut or 
deny ourselves the proper defense facilities of this Nation. We feel 
this Nation should be properly defended. We think that highways are 
part of that defense in the long run, the same as the railroads are. 

If taxes are ever cut, I am sure that we would like to see them cut 
equitably. But we are not the first to dash up here and ask that it be 
done. We feel that in a dynamic economy that everything has to go 
up because if it stays down, if it stays stationary, it is static. 

We expect to get our share out of the national product with which to 
meet our personal obligations, and we know that the Federal Govern- 
ment will know how to get the money with which to operate and to 
provide the things that its people need through taxation. 

So we are not going to be coming up here to complain to you about 
how much taxes cost us, as long as we think it is for a tremendously 
important purpose such as this, national defense, school construction, 
and the other things that this generation and future generations have 
got to have. 

If they are not provided locally, we think it is the obligation of the 
Federal Government to step in. 

Senator Gorr. Do you have any questions, Senator Kerr? 
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Senator Kerr. No. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Riley. You have made a fine con 
tribution and you are an excellent witness. 

Mr. Rizey. Thank you. I appreciate it. 

Senator Gorr. One other witness to appear this morning is Mr. 
Halvorson of the National Grange. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD C. HALVORSON, ECONOMIST, 
THE NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr. Harvorson. I am representing the National Grange here today. 
I have a brief written statement which I would like to read. 

Senator Gorr. You may proceed. 

In view of the shortness of time and of the statement I respectfully 
suggest to the committee that we permit him to read his statement 
and then submit him to enone. 

Mr. Hatvorson. The National Grange has cited many of the defi- 
ciencies of our present road system in its reports. The deficiencies 
are costly in loss of life and limb, in waste of time, and in wear and 
tear of equipment. There also results an overall loss in commerce and 
national economic growth. Adequate highways are also becoming 
essential to national defense, especially civilian defense. I should 
have said becoming more essential. 

The annual session of the National Grange was held last November. 
This was prior to the release of the Clay committee report on a na- 
tional highway program. About all we knew concerning the Presi 
dent’s program at the time was that he called for a $100 billion road 
program over a 10-year period. This, we knew, was a doubling of 
the present rate of highway construction. Some methods of financing, 
such as a bond issue based on Federal gasoline taxes, had been men- 
tioned but nothing was definite. 

In this setting our delegate body took the following action: 


We recommend that the National Grange should support President Eisen- 
hower’s highway program in principle. We make the following observations 
and recommendations regarding certain features of the program which are 
emerging from official places: 

1. Less emphasis should be placed on dollar needs of the program and years 
to complete it. It will take time to get a $10 billion annual construction pro- 
gram under way. Construction dollar values and costs change rapidly. In our 
zeal to get the job done quickly, we must not fan the fires of inflation. Other- 
wise, we might end up with fewer miles of roads built per dollar expended than 
anticipated because of increased road equipment, material, and labor costs. 

2. Federal contributions in the program should be doubled for farm-to-market 
roads, main rural roads and arterial streets on the Federal-aid system, exclusive 
of the Interstate System. These contributions should continue to be matched on 
a 50-50 basis in the States. 

3. The Federal Government should assume the entire cost of rebuilding the 
40,000-mile Interstate System because of its importance in national defense, 
interstate commerce, delivery of the mail, and general welfare. Responsibility 
for design, construction, and cost of maintenance, operation, and policing of the 
system should be assumed by the States. This plan of financing would relieve 
the States of the high construction costs required on this system. It would make 
available to them more money to be spent on State primary highways, secondary 
roads, and urban areas. 

4. Creation of a Federal highway authority empowered to use long-term fi- 
nancing is favored to supplement today’s tax revenues. Loans from this author- 
ity should be available to States, counties, municipalities, and communities. 

5. Since the President’s highway proposal will benefit the entire citizenry, all 
should share in its cost. 
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That is the end of the action by the delegates. 

From this it is evident that we are in accord with the provisions 
of S. 1048 in increasing the Federal aid for the primary, secondary, 
and urban system. We differ on the financing of the Interstate Sys- 
tem, which we consider to be a Federal responsibility for reasons 
stated above. 

Total road and street mileage in the United States is 3,348,000 miles 
of which 3,012,500 is rural mileage. In this rural mileage there is 
234,407 miles of the Federal-aid primary system and 482,972 miles 
of Federal-aid secondary system. County and township govern- 
ments have control over 2,322,012 miles of rural road. 

The Clay committee estimated the 10-year construction needs on 
the Federal-aid secondary system at $15 billion and on other rural 
secondary roads at $17 billion, making a total of $32 billion. Under 
the provisions of S. 1048 the Federal Government would appropri- 
at $3.25 billion in aid over a 10-year period, assuming it would be 
done in 10 years. This is only about 10 percent of the cost of making 
rural roads adequate. 

Our delegate body has set our rural road goal as “an all-weather 
road to every farm worth farming.” While many rural roads are 
traveled lightly, the traffic they carry is frequently of such general 
importance that it must move day in and day out. About 4 million 
children ride to school daily over the secondary and feeder roads of 
our Nation. Some farm products must be marketed daily, such as 
milk. Medical care for farm people is at times impeded by bad roads. 

The last paragraph is in regard to the automotive excise taxes. 
We agree with the American Farm Bureau Federation that if that 
tax is not repealed, that the farmers will need to ask for refunds, 
should get refunds. 

Senator Gore. I wonder if it is a fair interpretation that the Na- 
tional Grange endorses parts of both S. 1048 and S. 1160? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes; I would say that is very true. 

Senator Gore. It may very well be that the committee may find 
something good in both. 

I noticed on the bottom of page 1 your resolution advocates the 
doubling of the Federal appropriation remaining on the 50-50 basis 
for the farm-to-market, secondary, and primary roads. You are 
aware of the fact that S. 1160 provides no increase in funds available 
for secondary, primary, farm-to-market, or urban roads, but rather 
proposes all of the increase on the Interstate System which handles 
one-seventh of our traffic. 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes, we are familiar with that very fact. 

Senator Gore. You have already expressed your statement in the 
written statement ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes. On the Clay proposal some of our people 
have said even if this program goes through there will be more money 
in the States for the farm-to-market roads. Our people when they 
voted on this took no chance. They thought that they should get 
a fair share of the Federal aid for roads and not rely entirely on 
the States increasing their appropriations sufficiently to make the 
rural roads adequate. 

Senator Gore. Would you look with some apprehension on a pro- 
gram which would earmark all the increased revenues from gasoline 
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and oil taxes for the interstate roads, thereby prejudicing the possi- 
bility of increased expenditures for the other category roads ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Our organization has had a historical position in 
favor of abolishing automotive excise taxes. We have felt that that 
is one source of revenue which the States should have, and that the 
Federal contribution should come from all the taxpayers in view of 
the fact that the Interstate System—not the Interstate System in par- 
ticular, but all the roads are of value and benefit to all citizens whether 
they have automobiles or not. 

We have that position. They have, however, now said that if this 
tax is not repealed, this automotive excise tax, that we will at least 
need to have refunds on the gasoline use in farm-tractor engines. 

Senator Gore. Are you aware that S. 1048 increases the Federal 
funds for secondary roads from $210 million per annum to $325 
million ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes. 

Senator Gore. And for the primary from $315 million to $500 
million ¢ 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes; that is right. That is where we disagree 
with your bill. We feel that the Interstate System is of such impor- 
tance in this day and age that it should be completed. I do not know, 
1 am not an expert on highway needs, but from other figures we have 
had it seems as if your bill would not provide enough money to com 
plete the Interstate System up to ade quate standards. 

Senator Gore. What I was questioning at that particular point was 
the increase which S. 1048 provides for the primary, secondary, and 
urban systems. With respect: to those systems of roads you woul 1 
find S. 1048 more agreeable than S. 11604 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is right. 

Senator Gore. But you do not think that S. 1048 provides a sufficient 
amount for the Interstate System ¢ 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is the way I interpret the Grange policies. 
It is certainly clear in this statement where we say that the Federal 
Government should assume the entire cost of rebuilding the 40,000- 
mile Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. In taking that position you are aware of the fact 
that S. 1048 would increase Federal funds for the Interstate System 
from $175 million per annum to $500 million ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is right. 

Senator Gorr. And you are aware that S. 1048 would approxi- 
mately double the highway-construction program in its entirety for 
the next 5 years over the present program / 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is the Federal-aid program. Yes; that is 
right. 

Senator Gore. The reason I am asking that question is that we come 
up against the proposition of the availability of construction facil- 
ities and materials, particularly during the next 1,2, and 3 years. I 
think I agree with you that this amount of $500 million per annum on 
the Interstate System would be inadequate. In arriving at that figure 
I gave some thought, however, to the availability, particularly during 
the next 2 years, of construction facilities and building materials. 

Mr. Hatvorson. That could be to start with that this would be 
sufficient. As I say, if we are going to have this program on a 10 
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year basis and bring the roads up to adequate standards it probably 
would not be enough. You may have in mind to increase this in 
future years as the construction facilities expand and therefore make 
it possible to build roads on all these systems to bring them up to 
standard. 

Senator Gore. Then your overall recornmendation to the committee 
is that they take the best out of the two and write the best bill possible 
for the country ? 

Mr. Harvorson. That is exactly it. 

Senator Gorr. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions of the witness, but I wa 
interested in your remark that it is a question of availability of ma- 
terial and equipment. Do you have in mind cement, or do we have 
in mind any evidence that there is not available enough equipment 
and material? Has that been presented in my absence? 

Senator Gore. That has not been presented, and it is a question 
which I think the committee will want to examine. I have noticed 
some newspaper stories about how the debentures of the cement 
companies have been going up by leaps and bounds, so maybe an 
expansion is ew. That has not been inquired into ‘by the 
committee, Senator think you have made a pertinent suggestion. 
It is something that we will want to hear about. 

There is scheduled to testify before the committee on February 28 
Mr. George Koss, of the Associated General Contractors. I dare 
say he will be able to bring us some information with respect to con- 
struction facilities. 

Senator McNamara. I think there might be some real question 
about the availability of cement for this program. I think it would 
be well to get some of those cement people in and tell us about it, what 
the prospects are in that industry. 

Senator Gore. The clerk will take notice of that. 

Senator Case? 

Senator Casr. I have in my hand an “Evaluation of the ability and 

readiness of the engineering profession and the highway industry 
to plan, design and “execute a program to eliminate the $101 billion 
deficiency in the Nation’s highways in a period of 10 years,” pre- 
pared by the American Road Builders Association of Washington. 
It is marked “Final draft, December 29, 1954.” It is a report made 
by task force No. 1 on planning and design, presented at the American 
Road Builders Convention in New Orleans on the 13th of January. 

Senator Gorr. That organization is likewise scheduled to testify 
before the committee. 

Senator Casg. They will undoubtedly present that. 

Senator Kerr. Will the Senator tell us what the conclusion generally 
was, as set forth in the paper? Did it not indicate that they were 
fully prepared to meet this situation and the needs of this proposal ? 

Senator Casr. There is a short paragraph of conclusion on page 
25 of this report which says: 

After careful study and deliberation, task force No. 1 on planning and design 
eoncludes that the engineering profession, with certain adjustments and ex- 
pansions discussed herein, is fully capable of satisfactorily handling the pro- 
posed program. Plans are now in readiness or in preparation for $16 billion of 


highway work. These plans should be completed as soon as possible and addi- 
tional planning should be undertaken immediately. In addition, action to 
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remove bottlenecks such as those discussed herein and in the report of the other 
task forces should be taken immediately. These actions will require the col- 
laboration of all facets of the economic life. The engineering section of the 
ARBA stands ready to assist in this endeavor. 

There are in addition to that a series of findings of 3 or 4 pages 
with respect to other phases of whether or not the highway industry 
could absorb it. In general they do give an affirmative answer. 

Senator Gore. Do you have any questions, Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Casre. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Halvorson, I am interested in your observation and your em- 
phasis on the possibility of refunding the gas tax for nonhighway 
use, the same as you presented last year. Do I understand that the 
latter part of your sttaement is to be regarded as a pretty strong hint 
that if linkage is definitely established that you will seek refunds? 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is very true, that is exactly our position. 

Senator Case. You recall last year linkage was provided in the 
version of the bill as it was passed in the House, but we eliminated 
that in the Senate. 

Mr. Hatvorson. I very definitely remember that. 

Senator Case. Did that meet your objections at the time, the fact 
that we did not establish linkage? You haven't sought to repeal the 
gasoline tax. 

Mr. Hatvorson. Even though that was taken out of the language 
of the bill we feel that implicitly Congress has established linkage 
between the Federal-aid to road programs and the Federal automotive 
excise taxes. I am quite certain that I am right that the National 
Grange will, especially if there is any definite linkage as indicated 
in the Clay report, we will then definitely seek refunds. But we 
probably will anyhow. 

Senator Case. You probably will anyhow? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes. 

Senator Case. Then how would you propose justifying the expan- 
sion of the highway program which you endorse ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. We feel that the roads of the Nation are of sufli- 
cient importance to all the taxpayers, to all the people in the United 
States, whether they have an automobile or not, and especially to 
national defense, that we feel justified in asking that the money come 
out of the general funds of the Treasury without having an auto- 
motive excise tax as a sort of a user tax. 

Senator Case. Of course I would object to any interpretation that 
we implicitly linked, because we explicitly deleted linkage. We did 
say that we were trying to be sure that the Federal Government pro- 
vided for highway purposes as much as was collected. It might have 
been in the nature of a yardstick. But by explicitly deleting that 
provision we certainly did not implicitly use it. 

Mr. Hatvorson. But the very fact that this tax has been in exist- 
ence this length of time, and the very similarity in the amounts ap- 
propriated for Federal aid and the Federal gasoline tax, establishes, 
we think, a pretty clear-cut connection. 

Senator Case. Did you feel better about it when we were collecting 
a 2-cent gas tax and yet not providing for roads as much as was being 
collected? It is only in this new act that we come up to that amount. 
Ever since we had that additional half cent, making it 2 cents on the 
Federal gas tax, up until the new law came into play we had been 
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collecting that on nonhighway use or highway use alike and putting it 
ane the General Treasury. Of course it will still go into the Gen- 

ral Treasury. You did not protest the 2-cent gas tax at that time, 
did you, or seek its repeal ? 

Mr. Harvorson. We have continually sought the repeal of the Fed- 
eral automotive excise tax as a tax that really should be reserved to 
the States so that they could do their part of the highway program. 
They are going to have a very big problem trying to raise this money. 
They certainly will need that. We feel that the general taxpayers, 
for reasons of national defense and other reasons, should contribute 
some, and that the Federal contribution should not only come from 
the Federal highway users groups in building this highway system. 

Senator Case. The last sentence of your statement says: 

If Federal funds are to be linked to the Federal automotive excise taxes or 
if the Federal gasoline taxes are not soon repealed, we shall seek refunds on 
gasoline and automotive parts or accessories used in connection with agricultural 
tractors and machinery. 

Does that indicate some more aggressive policy or what? 

Mr. Harvorson. That is more aggressive than last year, yes. This 
vear our executive committee did discuss this matter when they were 
here about a month ago, and we now have instructions to go ahead and 
draft a bill or find a bill that is satisfactory to us. 

Senator Case. As long as we collected the 2 cents gas tax but did 
not try to make the funds for roads approximately that same amount, 
you were not so aggressive ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Oh yes. We have always been aggressive in try- 
ing to get the Federal automotive excise taxes repealed, but until we 
became convinced that the Congress had this linkage in its mind, even 
though it did not say so, we just worked on the repeal. But now we 
feel that Congress has linked it too implicitly, we are ready to seek 
an exemption for gasoline used in farm tractors. 

Senator Case. I would have thought that you would have felt worse 
about it when we were collecting that much and not putting an equal 
amount into roads. 

Mr. Hatvorson. We are feeling just as bad but our effort, our 
strategy then was to repeal the tax rather than get an exemption. Now 
we feel that the only hope is to get the exemption. I have made a rough 
calculation and figured out that farmers are paying Federal gasoline 
taxes amounting to about $75 million a year on gasoline used in their 
farm equipment. 

Senator Case. We really did not intend to excite you by increasing 
the amount that we made available for highway construction. We 
were rather seeking to make you feel better about it, I think, rather 
than worse. 

Mr. Hatvorson. I do not think you made us feel worse. We were 
very glad that you did take out the explicit linkage because that still 
left us some hope that we might be able to get the automotive excise tax 
repealed. 

Senator Casr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorn. Senator Kerr? 

Senator Kerr. I gather from your statement first that you endorse 
the proposal to complete the National Interstate Highway System of 
40,000 miles within the next 10 years? 
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Mr. Hatvorson. That is right. We do have some words in here 
cautioning us against possible inflation, that we would not want to try 

to build this highway system so fast that cement would go up and 
equipment would go up, and we would get less road for our money. 
But if we can do it without inflating the cost, we would be for it. 

Senator Kerr. And you believe that you can 

Mr. Hatvorson. We have not looked into that, but I did hear Sena- 
tor Case say that it seemed as if it were possible. I have heard com- 
ments in groups that I have been with to the effect that we possibly 
could do it without getting into inflation. 

Senator Kerr. I understood you, with reference to your statement 
to S. 1048, that you were in accord with the provisions of S. 1048 
which increased the Federal aid for the primary, secondary, and urban 
systems ¢ 

Mr. Hatvorson. It did not go so far as doubling, as we had hoped, 
but we are in accord with going this far. 

Senator Kerr. You approve of S. 1048 to the extent that it increases 
the Federal aid for the primary, secondary, and urban systems? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. However, you go beyond that and make the increase 
insofar as main rural farm-to-market and main rural roads are con- 
cerned by doubling the amount presently being provided by the Fed- 
eral Government ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. You would then provide that that be matched 50-50 
by the States ? 

Mr. Hatvorson. Thatisright. The present formula. 

Senator Gore. The committee wishes to thank you for your helpful 
suggestions and for your appearance. 

Mr. Hatvorson. I thank you for the privilege of appearing. 

Senator Gore. The witnesses scheduled to appear on Friday at 10 
a.m. are officials of the Association of State Highway Officials : Com- 
missioner McCoy of California, Commissioner Merrill of New Hamp- 
shire, Commissioner Anderson of Virginia, and Commissioner Bal- 
dock of Oregon. Also, Mr. John Baker, assistant to the president of 
the National Farmers’ Union. 

Senator Kucuet. Is that Friday? 

Senator Gore, Friday at 10 a. m. 

Senator Kerr. May I ask the chairman how long he thinks the 
hearings on this bill will continue ? 

Senator Gore. The Chair is unable to express an opinion now, Sen- 
ator Kerr. During your absence and also the absence of Senator 
McNamara, the committee determined to instruct the staff to make 
an analysis of S. 1160, and also to request the appearance of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce and to submit to him certain questions which the 
committee would desire that. he answer. 

After he has appeared then the suggestion was made, which was 
acceded to, that General Clay be invited to appear. There are num- 
erous requests pending before the committee for an opportunity to be 
heard. So it would be a little difficult to predict at this time. It is 
of course within the control of the committee. To press a general 
opinion I would say no less than 3 weeks. 
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Senator Kerr. 1 am not a member of the committee. I appreciate 
the opportunity to meet with it when possible. The chairman is keenly 
interested in some matters before the Finance Committee which soon 
will be coming up. It would be my sincere hope that the hearings 
could be extended until the fullest deliberation could be had, and also 
until representatives of State highway commissions of States inter- 
ested could be heard as to their viewpoint. 

I would especially request that before the hearings end that the 
representatives of the Shceneliast of Oklahoma and their highway 
department might be heard. 

Senator Gore. If there is no objection on the part of this committee, 
an invitation will be extended to the Governor of Oklahoma and the 
commissioners. 

Senator Case. There is no objection except to that part of the 
Senator’s statement when he said he was not a member of the com- 
mittee. Did you mean of the subcommittee ? 

Senator Kerr. I am not a member of the subcommittee. 

Senator Case. That isa loss to the subcommittee. 

Senator Kerr. I had understood that I would be, Senator Case, 
but when the announcement was made I learned that 1 was not, and so 
far as I know that still stands. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will welcome you and your partici- 
pation at any time, Senator Kerr. We are thoroughly aware of your 
deep interest in and broad knowledge of the highw: ay problems of the 
country. I think your suggestion is well that we do not rush this. It 
had not been the purpose of the chairman of the subcommittee to 
rush it. 

Senator Kerr. I didn’t so indicate. I was asking for information. 

Senator Gore. I did not understand you to so indicate. I do not 
know when we can conclude hearings. As of now witnesses are asking 
to testify that would at least extend it to 3 weeks. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, Senator Kerr was a ae of the 
subcommittee which handled the road question last year. His counsel 
and help can be invaluable to the committee. I hope oe will feel free 
to be here at any and all sessions. He is a member of the full Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

Senator Gore. Do you need any further invitation ¢ 

Senator Kerr. No, sir; I will attend every meeting it is possible to. 

Senator Gore. The committee will be adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10a. m., Friday, February 25, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1955 


Unirep States Senate, 
Com™iTrer ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:08 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore (presiding), Symington, Thurmond, Me- 
Namara, Neuberger, Martin, Case, Bush, and Kuchel. 

Also present; Senator Kerr. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is pleased and honored to have as witnesses today 
Mr. John Baker, assistant to the president of the National Farmers 
Union, and three highway commissioners representing the American 
Association of State Highway Officials who will be introduced in 
turn as they appear as witnesses. 

The committee will first hear Mr. Baker. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Baxer. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate being invited to appear 
before your committee. Mr. Patton asked to be specifically remem- 
bered to you and Senator Symington and gave his personal regards. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. I wish you would thank him for us. 

Mr. Baker. For the record I am John A. Baker, assistant to the 
president of the National Farmers Union. I have a brief statement 
of James G. Patton, president, National Farmers Union, which I shall 
read at this time. 

There ought to be a hard surfaced, all-weather, farm-to-market 
road network designed to serve every family-type farm in the United 
States. The time, in fact, is long since past when we should have 
attained this objective. 

No single group in the United States is more cognizant of the needs 
for improved roads than are our family-sized farmers. These fam- 
ilies are dependent on roads for transportation of their children to 
and from schools, for movement to the farm of the numerous sup- 
plies necessary to the operation of a successful farming business, and 
for transportation away from the farm of produce to feed our grow- 
ing population. 

Delegates to National Farmers Union convention at Denver, Colo., 
in March 1954 drafted a statement of policy which illustrates the 
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importance placed on farm-to-market roads and other transportation 
by our membership. The statement reads: 

We shall continue to work for the development of a boldly planned integrated 
transportation system, including highways, rail, water, and air, on both a 
regional and a nationwide basis to include individual, corporate, cooperative, 
and publicly owned facilities of every type, including increased Federal and 
State appropriations for all-weather farm-to-market roads. 

Meeting farmers’ farm-to-market roads needs will contribute to 
an expanded United States full employment economy. 

Some economic forecasters have said that we need—and this in- 
cludes the interstate system as well as primary and secondary high- 
ways—will contribute to an expanded United States full employment 
economy. We need an expanded highway-construction program to 
keep pace with our expanding economy. We also need transportation 
facilities on which to build an expanding economy. 

Our national farm gross income in 1955 will probably be more than 
$7 billion short of a full-employment level and, for the same year, 
realized net income of farm operators will be about $3% billion 
lower than is needed as the basis for an expanding full-employment 
economy. In 1955, America’s farm families should be a $40 billion 
market for commodities and services instead of the $41 billion pro- 
jected by the United States Department of Agriculture’s most recent 
revision downward of their expected income of farmers in 1955. 

In view of this economic slippage—this difference between actual 
output and what we might have enjoyed— would it not be accurate to 
say that we need an expanded highway construction program before 
we shall ever be able to attain a gross national product of $500 billion 
in 1960, instead of 1969. We shall never attain this objective with 
farmers up to the axle in mud and with urban and city workers losing 
valuable time in rush-hour traffic jams on the way to work. 

The expeditious movement of people and the products they make or 
grow, or the service they are able to render will benefit every tiny 
segment of our population. For example, a network of hard sur- 
faced, all-weather roads touching every farm family would decrease 
the transportation costs of food and clothing, reduce the price of 
food to consumers, and raise prices paid to farmers. 

Opponents of an expanding full employment economy are trying 
to play off supporters of greater Federal appropriations for United 
States schools against an expanded road construction program and 
vice versa. The reason is obvious; they hope to divide, confuse and 
destroy. They are aware that the funds required for meeting school- 
construction needs need not be in competition with the obviously 
needed $101 billion 10-year highway modernization program. These 
obfusticators are men of little vision. However, National Farmers 
Union has been long aware of the need for construction of both roads 
and schools. Certainly, there is a need for both. We believe the 
urgent need for both merits prompt action by the Congress to make 
possible a substantial road- and school-construction program. 

United States educational systems faced with a tremendous $12 
billion problem in current school construction needs alone have been 
presented with a pale one or of a program which would shift almost 
total fiscal responsibility back to the States and school districts and 
provide a windfall for the banking fraternity. It is better designed 
to increase profits in the municipal bond market than to build chil- 
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dren’s schoolhouses. The President’s message and program for roads 
is neither bold nor realistic, it is just like his plan for financing school 
construction. Both programs are windfalls to financiers and con- 
tractors but would be of no help to hard pressed rural States to fill 
clamoring needs. 

National Farmers Union has confidence in the membership of this 
committee, and we believe there is a way whereby we can launch both 
a school- and road-construction program without conflict. We hope 
that your efforts will be directed toward this objective. 

National Farmers Union encourages the committee to act promptly. 
There is no lack of information as to the need for prompt action. 
The questions, it seems to us, are—what legislative route to pursue? 
And, how much the expenditure should be? We support S. 1048 as 
a step in the right direction. Both schools and roads should be built 
where they are needed for maximum contribution to national welfare 
and security. They should be paid for by the entire Nation from 
general revenues. Earmarking of specific Federal revenues for spe- 
cific expenditures would, we are convinced, be a very bad precedent. 

President Eisenhower’s program looked attractive in its glittering 
wrappings, but disillusion sets in when the wrapper is removed and 
the details are revealed. His highway program like his other recom- 
mendations looks good on the surface but lacks substance. Each new 
detail that is revealed shows more windfalls for the wealthy and 
lower income and higher costs for most of the people. 

That ends the statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Baker, is it a fair summary of your statement 
to conclude that you as a spokesman for the National Farmers Union 
believe that this committee should look at our highway problem as a 
whole and accelerate construction and improvement on all types of 
highways ? 

Mr. Baker. Correct. 

Senator Gore. Senator Symington ? 

Senator Syminecton. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question 
of the witness. You say “earmarking of a special Federal revenue 
for specific expenditures would, we are convinced, be a very bad 
precedent.” Would you care to detail that ? 

Mr. Baker. In many States if you want to build a new schoolhouse 
you have to raise the cigarette tax. The specific tax and the specific 
use of the funds or expenditure of the funds are tied together by a 
specific earmarking process. Fortunately the Federal Government 
has never used that process which has caused so many difficulties in a 
lot of States. 

We think that this business of taking a specific tax, one of the Fed- 
eral taxes, and say all of the revenues from that tax go to highways in 
this case, and it cannot be used for anything else or nothing else can 
be used to build highways, is a very bad precedent from the stand- 
point of the future. 

We could get ourselves tied up in a complete network of interlock- 
ing revenue measures with an expenditure. Every time you want to 
vaccinate cattle for disease you would at the same time have to dream 
up a new kind of a tax revenue to cover that program. 

We think it is best for revenues to come into the Federal Treasury 
as a lump sum, and expenditures to be paid out, both determined in- 
dependently by Congress in there. 
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Senator SymrneTon. I have no further questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin ? 

Senator Martin. Mr. Baker, you are familiar that quite a number 
of States have constitutional provisions that all gasoline taxes must 
be used for roads? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. Do you know of any States where that hasn’t 
worked out to good advantage? 

Mr. Baker. There are some States, for example, Senator Martin, 
that, as in the Federal tax, it says that the tax is for highway pur- 
poses, yet they tax farmers. I do not know whether your State does 
that or not, but they charge farmers for the gasoline that they use 
in their tractors that are never on the highways. They charge them 
: for gasoline to use in their stationary engines. 

Senator Martin. I am not bragging of anything that we have par- 
ticularly in our own State. We have always exempted from taxation 
anything that is used on the farm, stationary engines, tractors, and 
so forth. 

Mr. Baker. If you are going to earmark funds, taxes raised to build 
highways ought not to be levied against gasoline used on a farm for 
stationary engines that never get on the highw: ay. 

Senator Marri. I agree with you fully on that. In our State 
we have had for many years an amendment to our constitution that 
all taxes raised from gasoline must be used for highway and bridge 
purposes. Are you acquainted with the farm-to- market road system 
in Pennsylvania $ 

Mr. Baker. Not in any great detail; no, sir. I would say this: As 
far the the Federal revenues and expenditures, Senator Martin, I 
do not thing you would want to say that you are going to— say a 
specific revenue proposal is brought up such as the one the House 
is acting on today where they are voting to determine whether each 
of us and our children will be $20 less on income tax. If that tax 
were tied specifically to financing the school-lunch program there 
would be an entirely different set of considerations going to the 
gentlemen making up their minds on how to vote this afternoon. But 
the w ay the F ederal Government is now—the theory on which it is 
set up 1s that you make a decision on this tax matter as a tax matter. 
Then you make decisions on expenditures on the merits of those ex- 
penditures, and you do not get your thinking and your floor debate 
tied up as between the purposes for which the funds are going to be 
used and the way in which they are going to be obtained. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Baker, do you not think as a tax theory that 
the taxpayer would get full use of the money he contributes in taxes 
if that could be done right through our toll system, and that it would 
be fair and equitable? 

Mr. Baxer. I am personally opposed to toll roads, Mr. Chairman, 
asa principle. I do not know whether that was your question or not, 
Senator Martin. 

Senator Mart. No. 

Mr. Baxer. I think because a fellow does not have enough money 
to put out a half dollar when he has to go to work every morning, we 
oucht not to keep him off of our roads in this country. 

Senator Martry. What I am getting at is this: Take my own State, 
for example. I believe there are about 17 States where all the gasoline 
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taxes are used for road and bridge purposes. We had that in testi- 
mony at one time. If we could work out a system by which all the 
tax that a man pays goes for the thing in which he is interested—| 
know we cannot do that fully, but as far as gasoline and lubricating 
oils are concerned that could be done, and it has been done in quite 
a number of States. Isthat not a sound theory ? 

Mr. Baxer. No, sir, I do not thing so, as far as the Federal budget 
is concerned. For instance, take toll roads. I do not know that | 
know what your position is on toll roads. <A fellow that needs to go 
somewhere because his grandmother died does not have anything to 
do with whether he has paid a particular tax or whether he has a half 
dollar to put in the machine when he wants to go. 

If you have the whole thing set up as toll roads that fellow could 
not even go to his grandmother's funeral if he did not have that half 
dollar. 

Senator Martin. You understand that if you could not build any 
thing but toll roads you would not get much mileage because there 
are only about 8,000 miles of roads in the United States that would 
be self-liquidating. It is just such a small amount. 

In Pennsylvania we had the first toll road. We have roads 
paralleling that whole system that are free roads. So a man takes 
the toll road through choice because that gets him there a little 
quicker, and he can take a free road if he so desires. It is paralleled 
on both the north and south by a free road. 

Mr. Baker. Pennsylvania 1s a good case in point, Senator Martin. 
As I understand, you have Philadelphia at one end and Pittsburgh 
at another. Then you have some very long distances of mountain 
and forested land. If you said that you would not build any high 
ways in that mountainous, forested land except with the gasoline 
tax paid by people that live in that forest, you would not have any 
roadsthere. You would have just a few tr: ails. 

It seems to me like that is ae we are saying with respect to 
southern Missouri, for example. I doubt that you could use the tax 
revenue, Senator Symington, from southern Missouri and build ; 
many roads as you need in southern Missouri, just for national defense 
and security. 

Senator Marrry. Mr. Baker, you are entirely right, and that is 
why I favor this big road program that we are contemplating. I 
have been giving a lot of thought to a toll road from the east, one 
to Los Angeles and another to the northwestern part of our country. 
It will be the most valuable thing from a national defense stand- 
point that we probably can construct. After you get through Missouri 
it would not be self-liquidating. 

My idea is that we could use this buildup of enormous traffic in 
the Kast to push it through. I am not satisfied with it yet, but I have 
been giving an awful lot of thought to it. 

Albert, you know that I never got into this thing very seriously 
until I became chairman of this committee. It is a very serious 
thing in America. My first great interest in roads from a national 
defense standpoint came during my last military job, which was to 
take 16,000 soldiers 1,600 miles overland, and I had to send my 
engineers ahead to repair bridges and take out bad curves, and, 
Stuart, we did not take any of our heavy stuff along. It was all 
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the light stuff. That made me realize that we just had fallen behind 
in roads. 

In Pennsylvania, in 1930, I urged the farm-to-market roads. We 
built 20,000 miles of roads of that kind. I think it is the best thing 
we ever did in the State. A lot of that was done from general rev- 
enues, although we tried to support it with the gasoline taxes, but it 
was too big a program. I think it has done more to keep the young 
men and women on the farms. A lot of people on the farms worked 
in town and then went out at night to work on their farms, which 
makes a pretty good combination. So I am intensely interested in 
what you are suggesting about a farm-to-market road. But on the 
other eon I think as a Nation in some way we have got to get behind 
a program because we are too far back in the building of roads. We 
are too far back in transportation in our country. 

We have got to do a lot, Mr. Chairman, as far as the waterways 
are concerned. For example, we are hauling oil from Houston, Tex., 
to Pittsburgh by water. We could not haul it all by railroads or 
by trucks. There are not enough railroads and roads enough to do 
it. We have a big problem here and we have to approach it as an 
objective for the general good of all the people. 

I am not going to take any more time. I appreciate what you said, 
Mr. Baker, very much indeed. 

Mr. Baker. Senator Martin, there is no quarrel certainly on our 
part as to the very great need for a much better highway system, 
all the way from the farm gate to New York City or Wall Street, if 
you want to put it that way. The main question, it seems to me, is the 
speed at which we are going to do this. 

We have presently about 4 million unemployed. If we do as good 
as the President thinks we will do next year we will have 5 million 
unemployed, that is with the 3-percent increase in gross national 
product. That leaves room, it seems to me, for us to put some of those 
folks to work building some highways of the kind you are talking 
about ; to build some schools. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to ask a couple of things, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Baker, do you not think that in quite a few States the policy 
of earmarking gasoline taxes for highways has worked out well ? 

Mr. Baxer. In some of the States it has. Asa Federal proposition 
it ought not to be started or you are going to get yourself in such a 
tangle of multifariously related considerations that you are going to 
start a precedent here that is going to blow you right out of the top. 

Senator Neupercer. As you know I am onuaiiakin with a great 
deal of the programs of your organization. Isn’t your organization 
backing Senator Hill’s bill to use the Continental Shelf oil revenues for 
education ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Is that not earmarking specific revenues for a 
specific purpose ? 

Mr. Baxer. That is a specific case, a special case where we have 
already—what we are fighting there is an attempt on the part of a 
lot of people to give away a national resource. 

Senator Nevupercer. But it is still earmarking? 
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Mr. Baker. This was an attempt to earmark a part of it before it 
is all given away. 

Senator Neuwercer. It is still earmarking a specific Federal revenue 
for a specific expenditure ¢ 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir, and there is one other we approve of, and that 
is section 32 funds for agricultural purposes. 

Senator Neupercer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Case. Mr. Baker, I was interested in your reply and in your 
statement that States have done some earmarking. Have you studied 
the State highway picture somewhat ! 

Mr. Baker. Just some, not anything like as much as I would have 
liked to if I had full time to spend on that. 

Senator Case. Do you know whether the States are in a position to 
increase the funds they would have for matching increased Federal 
aid ¢ 

Mr. Baker. The States of South Dakota and Arkansas with which I 
am the most familiar because of recent experience with them, I would 
say that South Dakota and Arkansas are not in a very good position. 
L would gather from what I read in the papers that even New York 
State, 1 understand they are having some aan problems that 


they inherited from the previous administration up there. 

As I understand the picture in Oklahoma, they very badly need 
some Federal funds that do not have to be matched, to just fit into 
their part of the National Interstate Highway System. 

Senator Case. What about increasing on the primary system and 
the secondary system? Do they have funds for increased allotments 


there? 

Mr. Baker. There is, in the case of Arkansas, unless they want to 
raise the rate on the regressive sales tax, there is not any more money 
to do anything with because every school has to work out a beer tax 
and cigarette tax and a few more special taxes. They need more money 
than any of those taxes are now raising. Highways work out of some 
other special revenue measure. They are all earmarked. If you do not 
get enough out of your cigarette tax to hire a mental therapy specialist 
you do not have enough mental therapy specialists. 

The same with farm-to-market roads. Farm after farm in South 
Dakota and north Arkansas still can’t get back and forth to town 
unless they ride a mule because the mud is knee deep certain times of 
the year. There are even parts of South Dakota that are in that fix, I 
understand. 

Senator Case. I know that there is pending in the State Legislature 
of South Dakota a proposal to drop some of the mileage from the 
so-called State system of mileage in order that the State itself would 
have enough revenues to match the increase of Federal aid that was 
provided in the Highway Act of 1954. Of course you are familiar 
with the fact that the Highway Act of 1954 increased the Federal aid 
funds by a couple of hundred million dollars? 

Mr. Baxerr. Yes, sir; and that was good except we did not quite 
approve of the formula by which it was distributed. For instance, as 
Senator Martin was pointing out, the highways back and forth across 
Montana, for example, are very important to national defense and 
security considerations. There is no reason why the people in Mon- 
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tana, with their huge distances out there, should try to finance those 
mileages of concrete highways when it is primarily a border zone 
security proposition. 

Senator Casr. Of course the Highway Act of 1954 did establish a 
60-40 matching basis for the Interstate System where it had been 
50-50. 

Mr. Baxer. It would be much closer to being right at 80-20. 

Senator Case. We went as far as we could at the time. However, 
the point I am getting at I note in your statement you say, “We sup- 
port S. 1048 as a step in the right direction.” 5S. 1048 proposes to 
increase the amounts for all of these categories of Federal aid. I am 
wondering in view of the statement you made as to the condition of 
the States how you think the States will be able to provide the funds 
for matching increased Federal-aid allocations ? 

Mr. Baker. We would hope, as you said a moment ago, as the 
climate of the Senate and the House improves, as there is every indi- 
cation that it will, that this matching formula gets better and better. 
As you said, your 60-40 was the best you could do last year. Maybe 
next year that can be made a little more realistic. 

Senator Casr. That 60-40, though, was on the Interstate System. 
It is not on the secondary system, which is the farm-to-market roads. 
Are you suggesting that we change the formula for matching on the 
secondary system # 

Mr. Baker. We would like for it to be. As a matter of fact, there 
is no reason, actually, that we see, why you need to ask the States 
or local communities to raise any great amount of these highway funds 
at all. We are all Americans, we all pay taxes to the Federal Govern- 
ment and the Federal Government presumably is doing things tha 
we all want it to do. 

If South Dakota, for example, is strapped for funds, and Arkansas 
is strapped for funds, there is no reason why—and if the Nation needs 
to have some highways and some farm-to-market roads in South 
Dakota, there is no reason why we should say that South Dakota can- 
not have any highways because South Dakota cannot afford to put 
up all of the money that New York State can to match the Federal 
funds. 

Senator Case. Do you think that we ought to increase the Federal 
gasoline tax ? 

Mr. Baxer. I think the Federal gasoline tax ought to be repealed, 
Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Then you think that the Federal Government should 
take over the entire load of building all types of roads and do it out of 
general revenues? 

Mr. Baxer. Yes, sir. That is why I think this is a step in the right 
direction. 

Senator Casr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator TuurmMonp. Where will the general revenues come from ? 

Mr. Baker. They will come from all the different sources of reve- 
nues and taxation laws of the Federal Government if you mean per- 
sonal income tax, corporation income tax. 

Senator THurmonp. How about the national debt now ? 

Mr. Baker. The book is this thick [indicating], and I have not had 
a chance to read it. 
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Senator THurmonp. Are you concerned about the debt of the 
Federal Government ¢ 

Mr. Baker. The debt can be reduced if we develop a full employ- 
ment economy in this country. We can start cutting down on the 
debt and maintain full employment and have an expanded economy if 
we have courage enough to build highways and schoolhouses and. 
raise minimum wages, reduce taxes on low-income consumers. We can 
have a big enough economy to pay enough corporate and personal 
income taxes and excise taxes on luxuries to more than balance the 
so-called conventional budget of the United States Government, and 
thereby start reducing the Federal debt. 

If we are going to pass laws as we did last year, however, that relieve 
all the rich people from paying taxes, you cannot balance the budget 
that way, and the debt 1s going to keep pushing the ceiling up. I 
mean we are going to keep right on having that same problem. 

Senator Gore. Are there any further questions, Senator Thurmond ? 

Senator THurmonp. Isn’t it a matter of fact that the States are in 
better shape financially, every State in the Nation, than the Federal 
Government, in proportion to their size and ability ¢ 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. They are not. As a matter of fact I would 
be hard pressed to name one that meets the category or classification 
you just named. 

Senator THurmMonp. I can name one, anyway. 

Mr. Baker. Which one? 

Senator THurRMoND. South Carolina. 

Mr. Baxer. Good. 

Senator THurmonp. It is in better shape than the Federal Govern- 
ment today in proportion to the size—— 

Mr. Baker. Your average per person income in South Carolina, 
however, is extremely low. 

Senator Tuurmonp. It is, and we are still in better shape. 

Mr. Baxer. And your highway system 

Senator Trvurmonp. Is the best in the Nation. 

Mr. Baker. Does each farm have a road to it ? 

Senator THurmonp. Not each farm, but we have a pretty good 
farm-to-market situation. 

Mr. Baker. I am thinking of the people actually on the farm and 
doing farm work. That is what we are talking about. Your problem 
is a little different from Senator Case’s. He has people with a much 
higher—because of past opportunities, a much higher income and a 
much higher standard of living. And they demand more of their 
State government than yours are able to do. 

Senator THurmonp. Ours are demanding more and have furnished 
more. We are calling less on the Federal Government. 

Mr. Baker. I am not familiar, for example, with your rural school- 
houses. I have not seen them maybe in 10 years. I do not know 
how they would compare with Senator Case’s, for example. 

Senator Gorr. Had you concluded ? 

Senator Trurmonp. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busn. You said something about they ought to decrease 
taxes and at the same time take over the whole load for the highway 
program. 

Mr. Baxer. That sounds almost inconsistent, does it not? 
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Senator Busu. I would say that is a very moderate appraisal of 
your statement. But you also were going to waive the gasoline tax 
and turn that back to the States. I think if you take that argument 
by itself that might be argued favorably, certainly it is open to rea- 
sonable debate. In general, what you are talking about is reducing 
Federal taxes all along the line and increasing Federal expenses for 
this purpose. Is that right? Do I understand you correctly? 

Mr. Baxer. Yes, sir. 

Senator BusH. What are you going to use for money ? 

Mr. Baxer. If you raise the national income to where personal and 
corporate income taxes and excise taxes on luxuries are your sole 
measures of revenue, if you raise national income enough to maintain 
an expanding full-employment economy, these taxes with a little 
heavier graduation, at the higher salaries and income levels, will 
bring in enough revenue to cover the increased expenditures that I 
am talking about, and also reduce the Federal debts. 

Senator Bus. Have you any figures that will demonstrate your 
opinion about this increased taxes ¢ 

Mr. Baker. They will be released shortly; yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. You have? Of course you speak about the expan- 
sion of the economy. The economy has been expanding pretty rapidly 
in the last 2 years. 

Mr. Baxer. Unemployment increased. 

Senator Busx. In the last 2 years, I think they have been the 
highest years of employment that we have ever had as a 2-year period. 

Mr. Baxer. No, sir. 

Senator Bus. And the gross national product has been on the 
average of the 2 years higher than any peacetime year although I 
wonder sometimes about the peace. Nev ertheless the figures seem to 
bear that out. The President’s economic report, I suggest, substanti- 
ates what I have just said. 

Mr. Baxer. The President’s economic report substantiates the fact 
that 1954 was a year of recession, and that 1955 is expected to be 3 
percent better than 1954. 

Senator Busy. How will that compare with 1953? 

Mr. Baker. 1955 will be almost as good as 1953, although there are 
5 million more people living in the United States in 1955 than there 
were 2 years ago, and although productivity per man-hour will have 
gone up about 7 percent in the meantime. So instead of having 1.8 
million unemployed as we had in 1953 there will probably, if we do 
not do something, if this Congress does not get the administration 
off dead center by next fall, we will pr obably_ have 5 million unem- 
ployed instead of only 4 million. That is the way it looks to us at 
the moment. 

The automobile production is running about a half again the rate 
that can be sustained by sale. That means they are not going to have 
to start producing as many. They are going to have to cut down. 

Senator Busn. What is your authority “for that statement about 
automobile production ? 

Mr. Baker. The Wall Street Journal and the National City Bank- 
the Economic Letter of the National City Bank. 

Senator Busu. Do you mean we ought to be making 10 million cars 
instead of 5? 
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Mr. Baker. No,sir. They say the way to sustain the economy at thu 
moment, that the automobile manufacturers are producing cars at 
about a half again greater rate than they are going to sell, meaning 
that sometime in Apr il, May, June, July, they will have to start laving 
off workers and closing up produc tion lines, which is vromng to n : 
a great big bulge in unemployment at the time they start laying off 
their people. Steel will then agvam have to slow dow 

You remember last summer steel was producing at 59 percent of 
capacity and the same month they were doing that they raised tl 
price of steel Sl a ton. If the farmers did that there would be what ¢ 
About two-fifths of the people in the United Stat would starve 
death if the farmers were to cut down production to only aS per 
of capacit ty and raise the prices. About two-fifths of th peop le int 
United States would starve to death if that kept up very long. 

Senator Busn. I do not see what that has to do with it. The farn 
ers will not dothat. 

Mr. Baker. No, and the rest of the people in the country will not let 
them doit. We let the steel companies do it. 

Senator Busu. I do not think that is comparable at all. 

Senator Gore. We have three State highway oflici: - waiting to tes 
tify, and it is now a guarter to 11. I do not mean to cut you off, 
Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. Not at all. 

Senator Gore. We thank you for your testimony. 

Mr. Baxer. I appreciate having had the opportunity and courtesy 
of the committee. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. We appreciate your con- 
tributions. 

As a preliminary to the testimony of the president of the State 
highway officials, Mr. Whitton, of Missouri, will be heard. 

Senator Symincton. This is Mr. Whitton, an outstanding man from 
our State. I take great pleasure in presenting him to you and to the 
committee. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Mr. Whitton, I understand, has some charts which will serve to pre- 
pare the way for the testimony to come by the other two officials. 


STATEMENT OF REX WHITTON, CHIEF ENGINEER OF THE 
MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Wirrron. Mr. Chairman, Senator Symington, and gentlemen 
of the committee, my name is Rex Whitton, chief engineer of the 
Missouri State Highway Department. I am appearing as a member 
of the legislative committee of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials. As your chairman has told you, I am going to 
present some charts that will help explain some of the statements 
made by Mr. McCoy later on. 

Two basic yardsticks for measuring highway needs are the number 
of motor veiteics registered and the mileage’ they travel. Here we 
see in this chart over the years we have recorded constantly more 
vehicles and more miles of travel. The top line, this top line here, 
represents the number of registrations of vehicles by the millions 
through the years. The bottom line represents the miles they traveled 
through the years. Naturally it corresponds rather closely. 
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You will notice that the depression failed to make much of a dent 
in the number of vehicles or the miles that they traveled, but- World 
War II did create quite a dip in the number of vehicles registered and 
the number of miles traveled, but it shot up rapidly from that date 
to 340 billion in 1946 and then to 550 billion last year. These two 
lines here represent one of the most astonishing occurrences in the 
history of mankind. We have had a complete revolution of trans- 
portation in the past 40 years—even less than that. The growing 
demand on our roads and streets also is reflected, of course, because 
this growth has been the result of a partnership between the vehicle 
and the roadway. 

On the right side of the chart we see a projection of both regis- 
tration and mileage from this line on over for the next 10 years. It 
has been estimated that by 1965 we will be driving 81 million cars, 
buses, and trucks, and a total of 814 billion vehicle-miles annually. 
This travel estimate approaches the trillion mark, which is simply 
incomprehensible, but it spells a still greater need for highway 1m- 
provements. 

On chart 2 we show two other factors that create a need for high- 
ways. Besides having more vehicles traveling greater mileage we have 
witnessed also a greater increase in their speed, their size, and their 
weight, all major factors in determining the cost of road improvements. 

At the top of the chart we show that 20 years from 1930 to 1950, 
the rate of speed on rural highways progressed from 26 miles an hour 
to 47 miles an hour, and if this chart were extended on to 1955, it 
would almost twice the speed of 1930. 

Senator Gore. Is that an average over all highways? 

Mr. Wurtrron. That is an average over all rural highways. 


Senator Busu. How do you calculate that? Is that the speed limit ? 
Mr. Wurrron. No it is not the speed limit. It is based on planning 
surveys that are made by the States and those are all averaged up. 


Senator Busn. A combination of estimates ? 

Mr. Wuirron. Missouri has been mentioned several times here, 
Mr. Chairman, so I will have to say that in Missouri we clocked the 
speeds of cars traveling and the trucks every so often, and that gives 
us the average that they have traveled through the years. 

We have carried that on for several years. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have a question on the other chart. 
Do you use a standard 10,000 miles per car to determine the mileage? 
I notice you had a projection of 80 million cars and 800 billion miles. 

Mr. Wurrron. That is right. It runs pretty close to that across 
the chart. 

Senator Casr. A little variation occurred during World War IT? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes. It is pretty close to that. 

Senator Casr. Thank you. 

Mr. Wurtrron. This increased speed, shown in this part of the 
chart, means wider lanes, straighter curves, fewer grades to improve 
sight-distance and other geometric design changes involving higher 
costs. Meanwhile, at the bottom left of the chart we see an increase 
in registration, truck and bus registration. The percentage of com- 
mercial increases in the traffic stream has been great, even more than 
the percentage of vehicles, and most of them are bigger and heavier 
than passenger cars. This shows the registration here in 1920, and 
as it has gone up through the years to 1954, 
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The weight increase is shown at the right in terms of vehicle mileage 
of travel by vehicles of varying axle weights. The comparison is 
prewar years with 1953. As the vehicles have increased in number 
they have also increased in weight. You will see how small this was 
at this date and then how it reaches a very large percentage in 1953. 

Senator Gore. You made no projection to 1965 on that chart ¢ 

Mr. Wuirron. No, sir. We are possibly not that good. So we have 
more and heavier vehicles traveling more miles at a higher speed, at 
a higher average speed. These are the fundamental physical factors 
which suggest the dimensions of the highway need in this country as 
a result of the automotive revolution that must be accommodated if 
our economy is to continue to expand. We must first be able to trans- 
port goods and people and provide services if our standard of living 


remains high. 


Chart 3 shows how well the Nation kept pace, the highway build 
ing in the Nation, kept pace with these skyrocketing demands. The 
top line on this chart shows our actual dollar expenditures for high- 
ways by the years, beginning from 1930 to 1953. 

This includes construction, maintenance and administration ex- 
penditures by all levels of Government. Since World War II the ma- 
terial increase is due principally to the stepup in the construction 
program. As highway officials we are justly proud of this program 
and of this progress. 

In spite of serious difficulties, including a shortage of materials as 
well as funds, the program has expanded. But the road dollar, like 
every other dollar, has lost purchasing power. The lower line shows 
the value of the total road and street expenditures in terms of the 1941 
dollar, this line here. 

Measured in constant dollars they barely exceed the prewar years. 
That is, the expenditure here measured by the prewar dollar, the 1941 
dollar, barely exceeds the expenditure in the prewar years. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if I might point out: If I read that 
chart correctly, you had a peak in 1938, where the dollars appropriated 
or available for road and street expenditures actually built more roads 
than we did in 1953, with much larger appropriations. 

Mr. Wuirron. That is right. 

Senator Casg. You have one point there where the line is higher ? 

Mr. Wuirron. We are taking 1941 as the standard by which we are 
measuring the value of the roadbuilding possibilities of the dollar. 

Senator Case. Percentagewise, how much more actual road con- 
struction did we get in 1953 as compared with 1941? Looking at the 
chart, we aren’t very much ahead. 

Mr. Wuirtron. That is right. 

Senator Case. That is, the increased dollars made available have 
not much more than kept pace with the loss in the road construction 
value of the dollar? 

Mr. Wuirron. That is right. 

Senator BusH. Wouldn’t it seem that if we take 1941 where the 
lines cross evenly there, you have only gone we to about $2,400 million 
on the blue line, but you have gone up over $5 billion on the other. 
So that you have actually spent twice as much money—more than 
twice as much money, in dollars, but the dollar has only depreciated 
50 percent, I believe, in that period, approximately. 

61030—55——9 
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Mr. Wurrron. About that. It is just not buying the yards of dirt 
moved nor the square yards of concrete laid, nor bridges, particularly 
in bridges where we are spending 3 and 4 times as much for concrete 
today as we did back in the late thirties. That is the cause. In addi- 
tion to that we are building a wider road and a better road. 

Senator Gore. Have you taken into account the increased cost per 
mile in the establishment of your blue line, the value of the 1941 dollar? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes. 

Senator Gore. That would make a big ditference. Highways are 
built much wider and foundations are better. 

Mr. Wuirron. And the concrete and the pavements are thicker 
and bridges are wider, and we are getting longer sight-distance than 
we were. 

Senator Case. What about their life? 

Mr. Wurrron. We are shooting at 30-vear life now. 

Senator Case. Is this blue line weighted to reflect the increased 
life of roads that we are getting, or is it simply in terms of miles? 

Mr. Wurrron. I would say it is simply in terms of miles. 

Senator Casr. Then the picture isn’t quite as bad as the straight 
comparison as the blue and brown lines would suggest ¢ 

Mr. Wurrron. I think we are building better roads today than we 
were 20 years ago. We are building better roads and I think they 
ought to last longer but at the same time they are getting a heavier 
beating today. 

Senator Case. On the basis of the de *preciation that takes into ac- 
count the life of the road, is it quite as bad as that chart would 
suggest ? 

Mr. Wrirrron. I don’t believe I could honestly answer that ques- 
tion, Senator Case. 

That chart to the best of our ability is a fair representation. 

Senator Case. Miles are one thing but years of life times miles 
would give you a better picture of what we are getting for our dollars. 

Mr. Wurrron. Possibly it would. I cert: ainly believe that we are 
building more life into the road today than we were 30 years ago. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Marrin. These figures include upkeep ? 

Mr. Wurrron. Yes. 

Senator Marrin. Of course, the upkeep of a concrete road now is 
much greater than it was in 19417 

Mr. Wurrron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. Very much more. My recollection is that in that 
period we used to figure in our State a couple of hundred dollars a 
mile would be sufficient. Now you know that just doesn’t start to do it. 

Mr. Wurrron. That’s right. This is the next chart. 

Here we have tried to show estimates of the price we are making 
because we do not have an adequate highway system. At the top of 
the chart is a comparison of the safety records. 

Highways with full control of access have fewer accidents and fewer 
fatalities in relation to vehicular movement than do highways with 
no control of access. 

These accident-rate figures, notice in the case of the total accident 
rate the partially controlled type of roadway has a record about half- 
way between the two. 
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In the case of the death rate shown on the left—this one—the par 
tially controlled facility has a record worse than either of these two 

In addition to control of access the building of dual-lane highways, 
where traffic streams are separated, also adds greatly to the safety fea 
tures of the roads. 

Senator Syminecron. Would you mind describing a little more tech 
nically what you mean by partially controlled access roads / 

Mr. Wurrron. Partial control means allowing entrance onto the 
highway for crossroads and not separating all of the crossroads. 

Senator Case. You mean with a stop sign ¢ 

Mr. Wurrron. And possibly the use of stop signs. 

Senator Gore. How do you explain the death rate on the partially 
controlled is so much higher than that where there is no control. 

Mr. Wuirron. That is a little hard to explain except that possibly 
the driver on the highway is lulled into the fact that it is a safer high 
way than it ac tually is, and then somebody drives out in front of him 
and there is an accident. 

He is depending on the fellow to stop at the stop sign and the 
fellow doesn't stop at the stop sign. That probably is the most simple 
explanation of the condition. 

Senator Case. Where there is none, they are both on guard ¢ 

Mr. Wutrron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you have any statistics to show whether the 
tourist or the farmer has the highest rate of death? 

Mr. Wuirron. No, we haven't gone into that. 

Senator Kerr. Are those statistics on the basis of total figures or 
percentages ¢ 

Mr. Wurrron. These statistics are on the basis of total figures. 

Senator Kerr. Then wouldn’t one reason for the higher number of 
deaths on partially controlled access roads as compared to no control 
result from the greatly increased amount of traffic on the partly con 
trolled roads ? 

Mr. Wurrron. It could. 

Senator Case. It is by 100 million vehicle miles. 

Senator Symrneron. The number of accidents would be consider 
ably less on the partially controlled roads. 

Senator Casz. It isa ratio, if I may point out. You may not be able 
to see from where you are. It is deaths per 100 million vehicle miles. 

So it would be proportion: ite. 

Senator Kerr. I asked if it was on percentage or total number. 

Mr. Wurrron. It is on percentage per hundred million vehicle-miles. 

Senator Neusercer. Wouldn’t the explanation of the fact that the 
eee of accidents, for example, is less, but the deaths are greater, 
be the fact that there is much higher speed perhaps on the parti: ally 
controlled ? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes. The higher speeds contribute to the fatalities 
in the accidents. The Bureau of Public Roads has estimated that 
modernization of the Interstate System could save 1,400 lives per 
year by accident reduction. 

We are paying a price, too, in costly congestion. 

It has been estimated that the potential saving in road improve- 
ments is 1 cent per vehicle-mile, which at today’s traffic is $5 billion 
a year. 
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In the lower half of the chart are estimated dollar savings achieved 
by modernization of the Interstate System alone. 

The Automobile Manufacturers Association estimates savings of 
$550 million a year in operating costs, $725 million in accident reduc- 
tion, and $825 million in time lost by commercial vehicles. 

These savings are computable ones. Beyond them are the values 
involved in the transportation service essential to the economy. 

These values and the penalties which inefficient highway facilities 
impose upon us are incalculable. 

If we undertake construction of a nationwide Interstate System to 
serve peacetime economy and the national defense we should build 
adequate and modern standards and not end up with the job done and 
find we have too little and too late. 

Adequate roads and rights-of-way with access-control provisions 
will protect our great investment and assure an efficient transporta- 
tion system. 

Senator Case. Does your traffic-accident figure include the benefit 
in reduced insurance rates ? 

Mr. Wuirron. I don’t know. I don’t believe it does. But there 
certainly would be. 

Senator Case. Insurance rates on comprehensive coverage are fairly 
high but I think that some companies are showing some reductions 
in rates in certain phases of the coverage. I was wondering if you 
had anything on that. 

Mr. Wuirron. Some said we are paying more for insurance on our 
automobiles than it costs to operate them. I can’t back that figure 
up but I have heard that. 

Senator Case. That is a little strong, but still the insurance is quite 
an item in the operation of a car todav. 

Mr. Waurrron. On this next chart we have a striking parallel, the 
striking parallel between vehicle mileage and the gross national 
production. 

This chart tends to show that as an index method. 

For example, a cross here is the median line and then the per- 
centage above and percentage below. 

This chart shows them both by years in index form, with projections 
to 1965. 

The trends disclosed by this chart are fundamental to sound con- 
sideration of the highway problem. Clearly Government economists 
believe the gross national product, which was $357 billion in 1954, will 
increase to $535 billion within 10 years. 

This project is shown aggressively with the independent forecasts of 
future road mileage. 

Clearly the outlook is greatly increased demands upon the highway 
networks already unable to meet the demands imposed upon them 
by current traffic loads. 

The governor’s conference in a report to the President stated : 


The projected figures for gross national product will not be realized if our 
highway plant continues to deteriorate. 


We believe that these economic considerations are of national 
importance and justify immediate action by the Congress to accelerate 
the road modernization program. 
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Senator Gore. Do you make that statement with respect to the 
primary, urban, and secondary, as well as the interstate ¢ 

Mr. WHITTON. I think we need a balanced program, Senator, cleat 
across the board. 

We believe previous to World War II we averaged about 144 per 
cent of the gross national product on ious whereas in the face of the 
greatly increased highway need we are now expending about three 
quarters of 1 percent. 

Senator Kerr. Would you repeat that statement : 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes, sir. Previous to World War I] we averaged 
about 114 percent of the gross national] product on sae whereas in 
the face of greatly increased highway need we are now expending 
about three-fourths of 1 percent. 

We are spending approximately half of what we did spend. 

Senator Kerr. Percentage wise ¢ 

Mr. Wuirron. Percentagew ise as compared to the national pre nluect 

Senator Gore. What were those years that you have used, per- 
centagewise ¢ 

Mr. Wuitrten. I just said before World War II and after. 

Senator Gore. Of course you have to take into consideration there 
that since then we have also had an atomic energy program on which 
we have spent a good percentage. What will needed highway im- 
provements cost ? 

Mr. Wuirren. Thischart shows graphically what we think they will 
cost. 

The tabulation summarizes the answer to that question as determined 
in 1954 through a comprehensive study requeste - by the Congress, and 
conducted by. the Bureau of Public Roads in cooperation with the 

various State highway departments. 

Senator Case. I assume this m: iy come in in some other form, but 
there is the first breakdown I have seen of the $101 billion figure into 
so many detailed classifications. 

Assuming that that is as the witness has just said, in response to the 
request and the act passed last year, I would like to see that chart in- 
cluded in detail. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 
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Senator Gore. The next witness has a more detailed statement. 
These charts illustrate the statement that the president of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials will make. 

Mr. Wuirren. Yes, sir,toa certain extent. If Senator Case and you 
gentlemen desire a copy of these charts 

Senator Gore. We would. 

Mr. Wutrren. We are in a position to furnish them. 

Senator Gore. The committee would appreciate it if you would fur- 
nish copies of that for not only all members of the subcommittee, but 
all members of the Public Works Committee. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that those figures 
be put in the record because that would be more convenient and it 
would be more permanent for us to refer to. I think we will be re- 
ferring to it quite frequently. 

Senator Gore. We will incorporate these figures in the chart in the 
record at this point. 

(The charts referred to are as follows:) 
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Mr. Wurrron. In previous years our association has presented 
estimates of immediate needs. This survey that we are showing here 
looks to the future, estimating the cost of the National System of 
Interstate Highways within 10 years and taking into account the 
traftic volumes anticipated 10 and 20 years ahead. 

The figures also include estimates for rural, urban, and access roads, 
and roads and streets not a part of the Federal-aid system or the State 
system. That is these columns, these lines down here. 

The Congress will receive soon from the Bureau of Public Roads 
a detailed report of its study. Our purpose in presenting this sum- 
mary table is simply to underscore the dimensions of the reconstrue- 
tion job that must be done. 

This measured need was made possible because our member depart- 
ments in cooperation with the Bureau have been accumulating factual 
data for two decades in our highway planning surveys. While the 
estimates may vary slightly among the States, they are technically 
sound and completely valid'as an overall appraisal of the construction 
that. will be necessary to provide safe and efficient highways for 
tomorrow's traffic. 

This map of the Federal-aid system reminds us that many different 
kinds of highway facilities are essential to our complex automotive 
economy. Here are the reads which with their urban extensions 
Congress has already designated as having national interest. 

The dotted lines—and you will be unable to see them, they are too 
light—the dotted lines represent the secondar y system of about 435,000 
miles, sometimes called the farm-to-m: arket roads. 

The heavier solid lines show the primary rural system, backbone 
of our highway network. These are the principal trunklines. They 
are 235,000 miles long and represent slightly more than 7 percent 
of the Nation’s total road mileage. In the formulation of the much 
needed improvement program we hope that due consideration will be 
given by the Congress to all elements of our highway transportation 
system. 

A balanced posure, recognizing the essentiality of all these road- 
ways, is desirable because each performs an important and necessary 
function in our automotive economy. 

Senator Symineron. Before you take that chart away, why is 
there a concentration of black west of the Great Lakes? 

Mr. Wurrron. This is the State of Iowa. Apparently they have 
more secondary roads in Iowa than we do in Missouri. I think 
that is the answer to your question, Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. Iowa has the greatest farm concentration of 
any State. That is my impression. 

Mr. Wurrron. This map of the Federal-aid system—this is a 
National System of Interstate Highways authorized by the Congress 
in 1944 for this purpose to connect by routes as directly as possible 
the principal metropolitan areas, cities and industrial centers to serve 
the national defense and to connect at suitable border points with 
routes of continental importance in the Dominion of Canada and the 
Republic of Mexico. 

A ceiling of 40,000 miles was placed on this system by Congress 
after the Bureau of Public Roads reported that this is the optimum 
for the purpose of connecting population and industry centers. 

Senator Kerr. When did the Bureau make that estimate? 
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Mr. Wurrton. I should say in 1944. I am guessing at that. 

Senator Kerr. What would be your judgment about the need for 
revision of that figure in view of the events and developments of the 
past 10 or 11 years ¢ 

Mr. Wurrton. I believe | am wrong about 1944. 

Senator Case. 1947, 

Mr. Wuirron. I believe it was revised in 1947. It was approved 
by Congress in 1944 and I think there has been some revision, and 
finally the final revisions completed in 1947, and again approved at 
that time. Officially established in 1947. 

Senator Gore. Even yet there are not the full 40,000 miles included 
in the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Wurrton. That is right. 

Senator Gore. What is the total mileage on the Interstate System 
now ¢ 

Mr. Wuirron. [ understand it is 37,400, or 57,600. 

Senator Case. 37,600. 

Mr. Wurrron. As plans advance for the improvement of these 
routes, pressure will begin to build up for extending the system. But 
it is highly important in our judgment that the limitations be re 
tained. If one break-through is permitted it will become virtually 
impossible to preserve the integrity of this key network of primary 
arteries. The system when established was to join centers of popu 
lation and connect with main highways in Mexico and Canada. | 
doubt if centers of population have changed suflicie ntly since 1947 
or will for the next several years to warrant a complete revision of 
the Interstate System. 

The map itse ‘If shows why the Interstate System carries top oe lority 
from a national standpoint. It binds areas and regions of the 
together. It links together industrial resources vital to the 
defense. 

Because of this predominant national interest, our association be 
lieves that the cost of constructing this network should be met largely 
by the Federal Government. 

I would like to place an overlay on this map to show some additional 
points. The first overlay is a sketch showing the location of the 
major cities in relation to size. 

These are the cities shown on the official map of the designated sys 
tem. Notice how the interstate routes bind them all together in a 
single network. Although the system comprises only 1.2 au 
of the total roads and street mileage in the country, it serves all the 
metropolitan districts, 90 percent of all the communities over 50,000 
population, and carries more than one-seventh of all the vehicular 
traffic. When completed, in all probability it will carry consider 
ably more of the total traffic. The completion of the system, in other 
words, will induce traffic. 

Senator Casr. What year was used for the population ? 

Mr. Wurrron. I believe this is the 1950 census. 

Senator Gore. Have you noticed the degree to which through- 
out the center part of the Nation the lines run almost entirely either 

east and west or north and south? I wonder if the Bureau of Roads 
ios thought of the need of some diagonal highways connecting the 
four corners of the Nation? 


Nation 
national 
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Mr. Wurrron. Senator, 1 do not believe I can answer that ques- 
tion, except the routes designated are generally in the direction of 
the desired lines of travel. 

As the principal channels of movement between industrial centers 
these routes have in fact become extensions of our assembly lines, mov- 
ing raw materials, fabricated parts, and finished products, and so 
are of utmost importance to national defense. 

From the standpoint of civil defense also, the system is of critical 
importance. It provides the chief means of transporting large 
masses of people out of cities threatened by attack, and likewise of 
moving foodstuffs and supplies in. To articulate the Interstate Sys- 
tem in most cities, bypass routes, circumferential routes, and other 
connecting links are necessary. 

These improvements should be planned simultaneously with those 
for modernizing the interstate routes in order to make the system 
effective. Since most of these urban connecting roads are not part 
of the Interstate System, may not be dauiiba as any part of the 
highway system, special arrangements are necessary for their financ- 
ing. 

The next overlay attempts to show the traffic volume on this In- 
-terstate System. And shows how widely varying the traffic demands 
are on the system. 

Some sections in sparsely settled country and through the moun- 
tains and deserts are primarily connecting links and carry relatively 
light vehicular movement. The width of the line indicates the rel- 
ative volume of traffic using the line. 

These high peaks indicate points close to cities of course. As you 
see here in the East. 

In sharp contrast of course are the approaches to the population 
centers where enormous concentrations of traffic accumulate on these 
arteries. 

I am told that one intersection carries a total of 250,000 vehicles 
per day. 

In the metropolitan areas where the maximum carrying capacity is 
needed, which means multilane facilities and full control of access to 
the highway, costs are the highest. 

Some sections of our urban expressways cost several million dollars 
per mile, of which a substantial portion is land cost. But these roads 
generate vehicular use and therefore highway revenues. 

That is why the so-called expensive facilities actually are the most 
economical from the standpoint of the motoring public which foots 
the bill. 

The expressways accommodate such huge volumes of motor ve- 
hicles and vehicle mileage that the per vehicle mile cost of their con- 
struction and maintenance is lower than that of other facilities. 

In some instances these high capacity roadways generate sufficient 
nighway revenues to make enough to pay for themselves and help pay 
also for other highways in the State. 

This overlay was prepared and presented with the idea of dissipat- 
ing the thought that the Interstate System is planned as a network 
of so-called superhighw ays. It is not. 

In the needs of the studies of 1954, mentioned earlier, to estimate 


construction costs, it was assumed that the system would be completely 
modernized in 10 years. 
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It was further assumed that it would be designed to accommodate 
traffic volumes in 1974—20 years hence. 

Yet even on these assumptions the most far reaching yet applied 
to any United States road working planning, the sections indicated 
here in fuzzy white would remain two-lane highways, and you see 
there is quite a mileage. 

They add up to about 7,000 miles. 

With continued population increases eventually some of this mile- 
age, too, undoubtedly will require additional lanes to serve the traffic. 

For this reason it has been suggested that right-of-way would be 
acquired now throughout the entire system to make possible such en 
largement when needed. 

We agree with the economic wisdom of that plan but there may be 
some question about its legal feasibility in many States. Thus we 
suggest that everything possible be done to examine and modernize 
highway enabling laws dealing with land acquisition and control. 

Until such times as the States can modernize their right-of-w ay laws 
and provide for effective access control the Congress should provide, 
in our judgment, assistance at the Federal level upon the petition of 
the State to help acquire and protect the right-of-way so as to ex 
pedite the program for the national welfare. 

I can cite special reasons for that in Missouri. In Rolla, for ex 
uimple, we bypassed Rolla in 1930 and 1936, one of our heaviest routes, 
and we are again bypassing Rolla. We are bypassing the bypass. 

We didn’t get limited access in 1930 and now we have to get it and 
it is costing quite dearly. This is chart No. 12. 

The purpose of this chart is to help you ge wntlemen visualize what 
kind of highway they will get when the improvement of the Inter 
state System is completed, ‘also to acquaint them with the method 
by which these design standards are determined. 

At the top is a cross-section of a two-lane highway. It is fairly 
standard. No major changes in its design are in prospect. Below 
we see the minimum requirements for your urban and rural facilities 
on the Interstate System. 

I say minimum because in some States the design standards for 
roads being built already are higher than these. 

During ‘nearly 40 years of partnership in road building between 
the Federal and State governments the American Association of 
State Highway Officials ‘has evolved standard designs. 

Senator Gore. Do I understand your chart to illustrate that the 
minimum standard for the interstate rural would be a four-lane high 
way ¢ 

Mr. Wuirron. No. I misstated this. On the lower traffic inter- 
state roads, as I explained previously, those roads that do not carry 
such a high volume of traffic, we would build this type of road but get 
the right-of-way to put it, the other lane, in in case it deve ‘loped. By 
vetting the right-of-way in the beginning needed for the life of the 
highwa ay it costs less and protects the investment in the highway and 
assures the efficiency of the facility. 

Senator Gore. In other words, the minimum right-of-w ay through- 
out the Interstate System, according to this, would be a four- lane 
right-of-way ? 

‘Mr. Wuirron. It would be four-lane right-of-way with service 
roads where needed. There would possibly be no need for four-lane 
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right-of-way in some of the more sparsely settled regions where the 
traffic demand in 40 years may not exceed 2 lanes—there the right-of- 
way width may be 120 feet. 

Senator Gore. What width is this? What width right-of-way 
would that be? . : 

Mr. Wurrron. Normally, that will range from 250 feet—I am just 
guessing—upward to maybe 300, depending on the terrain of the loca- 
tion. 

But we would need at least I would say 250 feet. 

Senator Gore. I take it you have envisaged the enormous problem 
there of cost because that width right-of-way would destroy the com- 
mercial investment along the larger part of the Interstate System. 

Mr. Wurrron. In cases where the commercial investment is t®o 
large we anticipate relocation of the road and go off to the side and 
bypass the commercial development. We think that is economically 
sound. We think that we should not destroy the economy of that 
community but we would provide this bypass and then connecting 
roads to the commercial area and proper markings so that people 
would know where they could get off and get services for their auto- 
mobiles. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. I want to make sure that I understand that. Be- 
tween those two “R-W’s” is that 250 feet ? 

Mr. Wurrron. Yes. That would be a minimum, approximately. 
That would vary in different States due to the terrain. 

Senator Busn. The actual construction provides for two 12-foot 
lanes ¢ 

Mr. Wiirron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busm. And a 10-foot shoulder ? 

Mr. Wurrron. A 10-foot shoulder, 8 to 10. We show 10 here. 

Senator Kerr. On either side? 

Mr. Wuttrron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. You said 250 feet as a minimum, and up. What do 
you mean by “up”? 

Mr. Wurrron. In rough country you have to have more right of way 
in order to make your cuts and fills. 

Senator Kerr. And visibility. 

Mr. Wurrron. And visibility. I can’t very well say what the top 
would be. In Missouri I think the top would be 300, maybe 325. 

But in different States vou have different conditions. In southeast 
Missouri we have a very level country. 

We think we can get by with possibly 200, and it is pretty high- 
priced land, too. 

That is southeast Missouri. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Whitton, what is the 5-foot situation in the 
second area ? 

Mr. Wirrron. That is the slope from the shoulder to the ditch line. 

That will vary in different States. While we have these standards 
we also have some of our own ideas. 

That would differ in different States according to the runoff and 
certain conditions of soil and moisture. 

Senator Gorr. Is that the five feet contemplated by S. 1160, the title 
to which would be retained by the Government ? 
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Mr. Wuirron. No, sir, that would be out here at the edge of the 
right-of-way so as to get control of the access. 

Senator Syminoron. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Symington. 

Senator Symincron. What is the service road? What is your defini 
tion of a service road ? 

Mr. Wuirron. A service road is one that serves the penne prop 
erty. owner and gives him entrance away out from his land or business 
to the nearest access. I will show that in another chart. 

Senator Syminecron. When you say 30 feet to 60 feet in the middle, 
is that the distance between the two Poads? 

Mr. Wuirron. Between the edges of the concrete. That is what we 
normally term the median strip. 

Senator Symineron. You have two in the second and four in the 
third. Isthat it? Urban is four roads / 

Mr. Wuirron. This is the urban, and these are the service roads here, 
you see, like this service road here, to serve it. 

Senator Symrneron. What you describe are larger roads than the 
urban ? 

Mr. Wurrron. Yes. 

Senator Symincron. What is the reaction of people who live alon 


‘ 
/ 


these roads in small towns, to the development of these large ro: dst 

Mr. Wurrron. Senator Symington, our constitution of 1945 made 
it possible for us to obtain limited access. We went about it in a 
rather easy way. We just didn’t go out and get limited access all 
over the State at once because we would have developed trouble. We 
went about it in an easy way until today we don’t have much objec- 


tion to our limited access policy. 

Senator Symincron. From the merchants in the towns that you 
bypass ? 

Mr. Wuirron. That is right. We will have some but not too much. 
We are going to bypass some of our towns and we are doing it and we 
have done it. There have been some of the merchants who have 
come in and offered objections. But we have gone ahead with if 
because we thought it was the thing to do. But those objections have 
not been serious enough, as they would have been in 1946, to cause 
the legislature to pass controlling legislation which can be done under 
our constitution. It says limited access as m: iv be provided by law. 
And we have gone slowly and we think wisely with that feature until 
now we don’t believe that we are going to be bothered about legisla- 
tion which would cut us down. 

Senator Symrnecron. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. S. 1160 contemplates that in States which do not 
have the authority or the willingness to institute limited access, that 
the Federal Government will exercise the power of eminent domain, 
condemning the rights-of-way and then, if desired, to transfer back 
to the States title to the 1 ‘ight- of-way with the exce pion of 5 feet on 
either side that would remain the property of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Wuirrron. That is right. I believe it goes further. I believe 
it goes further and contemplates that when the State does obtain its 
right to acquire limited access that the Government would then 
release that remaining five feet. 
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Senator Case. Referring to the width of the right-of-way that 
should be acquired, and recalling the overlay you had which showed 
the fuzzy white to indicate where it would be two-lane or four-lane, 
do you recommend that the same right-of-way be obtained on the 
interstate design where it is merely two-lane, where you presently 
envision the four-lane ? 

Mr. Wurrron. Senator Case, I do, unless your people can definitely 
say that it will never reach that requirement. Here is how we think 
would be a good way to handle it. We obtain the title to the right-of- 
way but lease it back to the adjoining property owners for farming 
purposes. We merely have the title and have the right, and we have 
done that in Missouri, to take that land when we need it for right- 
of-way purposes. But in the meantime he is farming it and it is not 
taken out of the economy of the State. Unless you are just com- 
pletely positive that we will never have a dual-lane facility there, 
then I think it is wise to get the right-of-way now because I think it 
will cost—I believe it will cost less now than it will at any time in 
the future. 

Senator Kerr. If it ever gets to where you have to enlarge it and 
you don’t have the right-of-way, the cost will be 10 times as much. 

Mr. Wurirron. Yes, that is the chance that you have to run. 

Senator Martin. Where you bypass a town would it require as wide 
a right-of-way as you are contemplating? I am thinking now of our 
Pennsylvania Dutch farmland where that land sells at a thousand 
dollars an acre. That runs into enormous money. Iam sure you are 
aware that in Pennsylvania we have the right to take only 120 feet 
right-of-way, under our Pennsylvania law. 

Mr. Wurrton. Senator Martin, I think that local conditions must 
be considered in answering your question. If those local conditions 
do not require a service road parallel to the main road then I would 
think that a narrower ister ace could be gotten along with, espe- 
cially if you use the freeway type on complete access control, similar 
to the method used on your toll turnpike. 

Senator Martry. For example, we have a road now from the turn- 
pike into the city of Philadelphia. The speed limit there is 60 miles 
an hour. It is a limited-access road. It is my recollection that that 
right-of-way is only 100 feet. 

Mr. Wurrron. Of course you can build this road on less than 250 
feet. What we are trying to provide for is the development of the 
area alongside and possible the future need of a service road to serve 
that area alongside. If you can install complete access control and 
never need service roads and let existing roads serve locally you don’t 
need such wide rights-of-way and it is cheaper and more efficient. 
Complete control of access applies extremely well on new locations 
where no road existed and therefore no one had excess to the facility. 
In such access-control applications, the right-of-way is fenced and you 
enter and leave the highway only at designated and especially de- 
signed ramps and interchanges. 

Senator Marrry. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the provi- 
sion that localities in that State would have a little bit of say in that. 
I know we have—and the Bureau of Public Roads was very fine about 
it—a road that will connect up with the turnpike at Route 40. If we 
had been required even to get a 200-foot right-of-way we just couldn’t 
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afford to do it because it would have meant the moving of railroads 
and changing of streams and a lot of other things. 

Mr. du Pont was very nice about it. He came over there. What I 
am getting at is that I think the Federal Government just can't have 
a strict rule that we must do so and so. 

Mr. Wuirron. We are not recommending that, Senator Martin 

Senator Martin. I think that ought to be a provision because 1 
certain places in the East it is going to be awfully difficult. 

Mr. Wuirron. We think it would be just fine if the Federal Bu 
reau and the States could solve the individual problems as they come 
up. 

Senator Martin. You understand that I am for this system. I 
think it is absolutely necessary. But on the other hand IT would like 
to retain just as much control as we can at the State level and still 

carry out the plan. 

Mr. Wuirron. I am for States’ rights, too. 

Senator Gore. You are for both States’ rights and local rights? 

Mr. Warton. Yes. May I show the next chart, Senator Gore? 

Senator Gore. Yes indeed. 

Mr. Wuitron. This sketch was made as a_ focal point for the 
problem of controlling accesses which we have been discussing to an 
arterial highway. It shows in somewhat simplified form how access 
is controlled. And also how people alongside get the necessary access 
to and from their properties. Here are the throughways, the white 
lines, and these dark lines show where people can come off and get on 
the side roads, 

Likewise people can go on to this service road here and then get on 
to the throughway. There is a local road network which I have just 
pointed out which provides access to farms and homes, and in addition 
this is the service road which would provide access to businesses that 
were already established when the throughway was completed. 

Senator BusH. Do you classify both the gray and the black lines as 
service roads ? 

Mr. Wuirtron. Yes. This is the service road that is parallel to 
the throughway, and this is really the rural farm-to-market roads, 
you might call them, or country roads. While it is a service road it 
is not a service road in the sense that this parallel road is. 

Senator Gorr. Would it be fair to describe the gray as the secondary 
road ? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes. 

Senator Gone. And the black, would you classify that as a secondary 
or primary ¢ 

Mr. Wuirtron. That is a service road, part of the Interstate System, 
or part of the primary system. 

Senator Gore. Is it contemplated that these service roads will be 
constructed as a part of the cost of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Wuirron. Where and as needed; yes. 

Senator Gore. Won't they be needed practically everywhere? 

Mr. Wurrron. No. We don’t contemplate they will. For example, 
this farmer doesn’t need the service road. He can come out here or 
here and come on to the throughway, or cross it. So this service 
road was actually built possibly for this business here, or this business 
here. This is just a hypothetical case. It is just put there to illustrate 
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the various types of services in connection with an interstate road, or 
any throughway built to Interstate standards. 

Senator Gort. What would be the distance— I know it would vary 
with cireumstances— can you give us some indication as to the dis- 
tance between the access points to the superroad ? 

Mr. Wurrron. In Missouri we are thinking about 4 or 5 miles as 
an ultimate. If we build this throughway now we think that where 
traflic is very light and the accident potential low we can possibly let 
this crossroad go across for several years until this traffic built up to 
where it would be nec essary to build this sort of a situation. We will 
prefer to separate all grades now, however, if traffic within the next 
10 years indicates the ‘need for it. This is going to depend entirely 
on what the volume of traffic is going to carry here compared to what 
the volume of traffic carried here will be, as to whether the service is 
justified in the early phases of the construction, and available money. 
In any case, however, sufficient right-of-way should be obtained so 
that grades may be separated when need is indicated. 

Senator Marrry. You are contemplating limiting the speed ‘ 

Mr. Wurrron. On the throughway ? 

Senator Martryn. Yes. 

Mr. Wuitron. Not particularly. We haven't gone into speed 
limits. 

Senator Martin. Of course that is another thing that I think ought 
to be regulated locally. When I say locally I mean through the States 
and then down through the localities. It is awfully important that 
we don’t limit too much the speed. I will take only a moment, Mr. 
Chairman. You went over this road west of Pittsburgh. We have 
had an awful fight there on that. The folks along that road wanted 
to limit it to 35 miles. That would just spoil the purpose of the road. 
That road is costing an average of pretty well up to $6 million a mile. 
It would destroy the plan. 

I think we have it worked out locally but you can’t go on these 
roads without checking the speed and do it safely. When you do that 
then you destroy the purpose of trying to get the traffic distances. 

Mr. Wurrron. This shows full access and how the business is built 
up in strange towns. There are sections of the expressway type of 
limited access, and this is a cloverleaf layout. This actually chokes 
the capacity of the road 40 or 50 percent. 

It has been definitely proved. That is the reason that we are so in- 
terested in trying to develop limited access or controlled access. 

Senator Gore. Would, you desist for a moment? What would be 
the pleasure of the committee? We have the president of the State 
Highway Association to testify, and then the highway engineer from 
Oregon, Mr. Baldock. No meeting of the committee has been called 
for this afternoon. I was about to suggest that perhaps we could have 
a meeting this afternoon—it is now nearing 12—during which time 
we could hear these gentlemen. What w ould be the pleasure of the 
committee? Could we meet at 1:30 p. m.? 

Senator Kucnen. I think Senator Bush has a good idea. I won- 
der if we could meet in the District room so we could go right off the 
floor. 

Senator Gore. We will check on that. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 
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Senator Gore. A meeting will be held at 2 p. m., which seems to be 
the most satisfactory time. If we can ascertain a meeting place be 
fore we adjourn we W il] do sO. If not, each of you and other member - 
of the committee will be notified on the floor. Will you proc eed / 

Mr. WHiITTon. Action by €; ongress how is neede d to speed modern 
ization of the interstate highw: ays and insure continuation of 
Federal aid. 

Since 1916 when the first Federal-Aid Act was passed the Congres- 
has been a leader in the development of roads in this country, and 
strong Federal leadership will help highway agencies at all levels of 
government to do their part in providing facilities essential to safety, 
economic growth and national defense. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very appreciative of having had the oppor 
tunity of ts alking to you. Il am SOrry that | have taken so much time. 


lat 


Senator Gore. You have taken it profitably. The committee ap 
preciates your appearance and the work th: " you and your organiza- 
tion have done in preparing this display. I dare say the committee 


will have some questions. 

Senator Symington ¢ 

Senator Symincron. | have to le _ now. The Armed Services 
Committee has the Secretary of the Navy before it. I want to con- 
gratulate you, Rex, on your magnificent presentation. We are all 
very proud of Mr. Whitton in Missouri and he is one of the chief 
reasons we are all so proud of our roads. 

Mr. Wurrron. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin ? 

Senator Martin. I have no questions. I want to compliment you. 
That is a very fine presentation. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neupercer. A very good presentation. I have no questions. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busn. Ihave none. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond ? 

Senator TuHurmonp. I have no questions. It is an excellent pres- 
entation. I want tocommend you. 

Mr. Wurrron. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Kuchel? 

Senator Kucnen. My only question is whether or not the State of- 
ficials would have any comment to make with respect to that portion 
of the General Clay committee report relative to the sale of bonds 
to raise additional moneys more rapidly than would be the case under 
annual appropriations by the Congress. 

Mr. Wuirron. I think that one of our following speakers, Mr. 
Chairman, will go into that somewhat, if you will pardon me. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case / 

Senator Case. I was going to ask a related question, and that is 
would the State of Missouri be in a position to match an increase of 
the several categories of Federal aid over and above that already pro- 
vided under the 1954 act? 

Mr. Wuirron. We are in a position to match some increase. 

Senator Case. Can you estimate how much? 

Mr. Wirron. It is questionable whether we can match the increase 
in S. 1048 as now designed. 
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Senator Case. You have taken steps to put you in position to match 
the increase as provided in the 1954 act ? 

Mr. Wuirron. Yes; we are matching that. 

Senator Case. For 1956 and 1957? 

Mr. Wrirrron. Yes. We have some to spare there. 

Senator Case. What is your gasoline tax ? 

Mr. Wurrron. Three cents a gallon. M: ay Tsay it is the lowest in 
the Nation, and I am not bragging. It is just a statement of fact. 

Senator Case. How do you | expl: iin the fact that with the low gaso- 
line tax you are able to not only match the presently authorized in- 
crease but to vo further? 

Mr. Witrron. We have a nondiversion feature in our law which 
I think is quite helpful. 

Senator Case. Do you distribute any portion of your gasoline tax 
hack to the counties? 

Mr. Wurrron. No, sir. We are building quite a large mileage of 
local roads. 

Senator Casr. I think it might be helpful if you could determine 
how much additional you could match and give that information to 
the clerk of the committee. 

Mr. Wurrron. I will be glad to. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Relative to the provision of the Gore bill which provides for the transfer of up 
to 10 percent of the Federal aid between the funds allotted to primary, secondary, 
and urban highway work I wish to say that this provision would be much better 
adapted to Missouri, and I am sure many other States, if this allowance was 25 
percent instead of 10 percent. 

For example: In Missouri we feel that an expenditure of approximately $11,- 


£00,000 a year will complete the secondary road program in Missouri in 10 years 
to the desired standards, and also provide for an addition of 12,000 miles of 
road. The Gore bill would make our allocation some $9 million which, when 
matched, would be $18 million spent annually on secondary roads. You will note 
this figure is quite a bit larger than the $11,800,000 estimated requirement, and 
we certainly feel that the money would do more good spent on either the inter- 
state, urban, or primary system. I do not believe this point was covered in the 
testimony last Friday. I did not mention it because I thought that either Mr. 
MeCoy or Mr. Baldock would cover it. 


Missourr STATE HiGHway COMMISSION, 
Jefferson City, Mo., February 28, 1955. 
Senator FRaNcIs CASE, 
United States Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR: In line with my promise to you last week when I was before 
the Subcommittee on Public Roads, I wish to advise you as to our estimated 
available State funds for State highway construction in Missouri. 

At the beginning of our current fiscal year, we had estimated that our funds 
from State sources for construction purposes would be approximately $42 mil- 
lion. As of this date in the current fiscal year our actual receipts are running 
quite close to our estimates. It is true that we have not as yet made our esti- 
mates for the next fiscal year and will not do so until around the end of the pres- 
ent fiscal year; however, we feel that there will not be a great deal of eecli in 
our estimates. 

Under the provisions of Senate bill 1048 it would appear that Missouri would 
receive $44,441,685. As you can readily see, if those figures hold good and our 
estimates are about correct we would be a little short of having sufficient State 
funds to match the funds under Senator Gore's proposal. I believe this is about 
in line with what I told the committee last Friday. 
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It was certainly nice to meet you and the other members of the committee last 
week and I hope that my remarks may be of some help to the members of the 
committee in developing an adequate highway program. 

With best wishes to all of you, 

Sincerely, 
Rex M. Wuirron, Chief Engineer. 


Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr. Whitton. 

The witness at 2 will be Mr. George T. McCoy, president of this 
organization, and also the State highway engineer of California, who 
will be presented in due course by the junior Senator from California. 

Senator Kucue.. | will be delighted. 

Senator Gore. If you gentlemen will keep in touch with the clerk 
of the committee, we are trying to arrange for a room in the Capitol. 

The committee will adjourn until 2. 

(The following communication was submitted for the record :) 


TERRITORY OF ALASKA, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Juneau, February 21, 1955. 
Hion. RicHarp M. NIxon, 
President of the Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: At the request of the Alaska Legislature I have the 
honor to transmit a certified copy of House Joint Memorial No. 5 wherein it is 
resolved that the national administration and Congress include Alaska in any 
special Federal-State-local highway program which may be evolved as a result 
of the recommendations of the Clay Committee. 

Respectfully, 
WaAINO E. HENDRICKSON, 
Secretary of Alaska. 


House JOINT MEMORIAL 5 
In the Legislature of the Territory of Alaska 


To the President of the United States, the Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Speaker of the House of the United States Congress, 
the chairman of the Senate Committee on Commerce, the chairman of the 
House Committee on Commerce, and to the delegate in Congress from Alaska: 


Your memorialist, the Legislature of the Territory of Alaska, in 22d regular 
session assembled, respectfully submits that: 

Whereas a committee headed by Gen. Lucius D. Clay has prepared for the 
President of the United States a Federal-State-local highway program that 
would cost a total of $101 billion over the next 20 to 30 years; and 

Whereas the road program as presented by the Clay Committee calls for a 
Federal expenditure of $24 billion in improving highways throughout the United 
States; and 

Whereas the road needs of the Territory of Alaska are nowhere mentioned 
in the report or included in its recommendations for large Federal expenditures 
on highway improvements; and 

Whereas no area under the American flag stands in greater need of improved 
and extended highways than does the Territory of Alaska: and 

Whereas General Clay is reported to have advised the Governor of Alaska 
that while his directive from the President on preparation of his report excluded 
consideration of road needs of areas outside the 48 States and the District of 
Columbia he suggested that Alaska’s problem be brought to the attention of the 
committees of the Congress which will deal with the recommendations in the 
Clay Committee report; and 

Whereas the Territory of Alaska has been excluded from participation under 
the Federal Highway Act, with the result that there is a 35-year accumulation 
of road needs for which Federal financial assistance is appropriated; and 

Whereas the construction and improvement of trunk roads in Alaska is of 
benefit to the Nation from the standpoint of national defense and economic 
development: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved by the Legislature of the Territory of Alaska, in 22d regular session 
assembled, That the national administration and Congress include Alaska in 
any special Federal-State-local highway program which may be evolved as a 
result of the recommendations of the Clay Committee. 

And your memorialist will ever pray. 

assed by the house February 4, 1955. 

WENDELL P. Kay, 
Speaker of the House. 
JAMES NOLAN, 
President of the Senate. 
Attest: 
JOHN T. McLAUGHLIN, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 

Passed by the Senate, February 14, 1955. 

Attest: 

KATHERINE T. ALEXANDER, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

I certify the within to be a full, true and correct copy of House Joint Memorial 
No. 5. 

Walno E. HENDRICKSON, 
Secretary of Alaska. 


(Thereupon, at 11:50 a. m., the committee was recessed to reconvene 
at 2 a.m.) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

Senator Kuchel, will you do the committee the honor and courtesy 
of introducing the first witness ? 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, I will be very glad to. Before 
I was appointed to the United States Senate, 1 was connected for a 


number of years with the State government of California where I 
knew, more by his reputation than by knowing him personally, the 
next witness to appear before your committee. 

Mr. George T. McCoy is the State highway engineer for the govern- 
ment of California. He is also appearing here ‘today in his capacity 
as president of the American Association “of State Highway Officials. 
He has a high and enviable reputation in a specialized technical 
profession. 

I think that the chairman would permit me to say that people of 
California are extremely proud of the manner in which our State, 
under the leadership of Mr. McCoy, has made such splendid progress 
with respect to the building of highways in our constantly expanding 
State. 

I think the other day the representative of the American Federation 
of Labor indicated that California has a special problem. That is 
true, Mr. Chairman. We have a thousand new people each day in the 
year come into California to remain as permanent residents. We have 
a terrifically heavy incidence of automobile ownership. 

I am delighted to be able to present to you one who is certainly a 
leader in his field and w ho, I am sure, can add measurably to the in- 
telligence of this committee on which it can base its concept of high- 
way legislation this session. 

Mr. Me Coy, I am glad to present you to the chairman and to the 
members of the committee. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. McCoy, the committee is delighted to see you 
and to have you. We appreciate the introduction by your distin- 
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guished junior Senator. The committee will accord you the privilege 
of whether you wish to stand on that introduction or run the risk of 
us hearing you. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE T. McCOY, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. McCoy. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, my voice is going bad and I may have to have assist 
ance from one of the gentlemen from Missouri. 

Senator Gore. As you choose. 

Mr. McCoy. Gentlemen of the committee, my name is George 'T. 
McCoy and I am State ne engineer of the State of California. 
In appearing here today, I do so as the piensa of the American As 
sociation of State Highway Officials, an organization composed of the 
State highway departments of the 48 St: ites, the highway departments 
of the District of Columbia and the Territories of Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico, and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

This association is made up of the organizations which have had 
the responsibility of executing your Federal-aid highway programs, 
and the only organizations testifying before you who are partners 
with the Federal Government in the endeavor. 

We are proud of our record in this activity and our association is 
the acknowledged world leader in the development of road and bridge 
design standards, construction specifications, and highway materials 
spec ‘ifications. ‘The membership in our association is by the highway 
departments rather than by individuals, and there are no commercial 
sustaining or contributing members. We carry on our activity 
through our several administrative and engineering committees, and 
have dev eloped design standards and specifications adopted by the 
Bureau of Public Roads in administering Federal-aid highway pro 
grams. Cooperation of this kind has resulted in the Federal-aid 
highway pregrams being one of the finest examples of Federal] 
State cooperation. 

We held our 40th annual meeting at Seattle, Wash., last November. 
at which time the chief administrative officials of the member high- 
way departments adopted a policy statement to serve as a guide for 
any legislative testimony that might be given by our officials during 
congressional hearings held this year. The vote for the policy was 
46 in the affirmative, ‘the Bureau of Public Roads recorded as not vot- 
ing, 1 negative vote, and 4 member departments that did not answer 
the rolleall at the time of voting. This policy statement is as follows: 


PoLicy STATEMENT OF AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS IN 
RESPONSE TO THE PRESIDENT’S HIGHWAY PROPOSAL 


The American Association of State Highway Officials, assembled at Seattle. 
Wash., on November 8, 1954, has carefully reviewed the suggestions of the Presi- 
dent of the United States relative to an enlarged highWay program. The associa- 
tion wishes to extend to the President its sincere gratitude for this progressive 
proposal for the advancement of the highway improvement program to more 
nearly keep pace with expansion of the American economy, and that the Presi 
dent and his Highway Advisory Committee, the Governors’ Conference High- 
way Committee, and the Congress be tendered the full ccoperation of this asso- 
ciation in the assembling of data and information that may be necessary in the 
formulation of a program of action. 
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1. We believe that Federal funds for the Federal-aid secondary, urban, and 
primary highway systems, less the interstate portion thereof, should be con- 
tinued in at least the same amounts as at present. 


2. A new program with the necessary capital expenditures substantially 
financed by the Federal Government, with the States responsible for the design 
and construction, and the States to assume the cost of the maintenance, operation, 
and policing of the system, which is to be constructed to adequate standards as 
promulgated by the American Association of State Highway Officials. The 
program should be adopted so that the Interstate System and its urban extensions 
may be completed within a period of 10 years to further the national defense 
and the peacetime economy. 

The adoption of the policy statement was the result of the thinking 
of the highway departments that the Interstate System construction 
should be expedited to the greatest possible extent to further the na- 
tional defense, as well as the peacetime economy, in light of the un- 
settled state of international affairs, and that, with new instruments 
of war, we might not in the future be spared the horrors of being in an 
active military theater. The highway departments have been the 
champions of the Interstate System from its inception, and we believe 
that it should be built to adequate standards to protect the investment 
and serve future traflic needs, and be given a green light by the 
Congress by special consideration being given to financing its com- 
pletion substantially at Federal expense within a 10-year period. 

We believe that, because of the high character of interstate traffic 
chat will use the system, because of the national defense importance, 
and because of the magnitude of demands made upon the highway 
departments to use normal construction funds for roads within the 
States of more local interest than the Interstate System, it will have 
to be financed substantially at Federal cost, if it is to become a reality 
and a usable facility within a reasonable length of time and be de- 
veloped and constructed at a uniform level to adequate standards 
through all the States simultaneously. 

The Interstate System is an excellent example of what can be done 
by the proper classification of roads in relation to their importance, 
as it constitutes only 114 percent of the total public road mileage of the 
Nation, joins 42 of the State capitals, and over 90 percent of all the 
cities over 50,000 population, and joins these centers of population 
along the general desired lines of travel. It carries 9 percent of the 
urban traflic and 20 percent of all the Nation’s rural traffic and servec 
65 percent of the urban and 45 percent of the rural population. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean by “serves” ? 

Mr. McCoy. It is adjacent to so that they use it. 

Senator Gore. From time to time? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 which calls for a creation 
of the Interstate System, limited the total mileage to 40,000 miles. 
Currently, some 37,600 miles have been designated, leaving some 2,400 
miles yet to be allotted, and this is reserved generally for additions in 
the vicinity of the larger metropolitan areas. We realize that there 
will be terrific pressures brought to bear upon the Congress and the 
highway departments to increase the mileage of this system in case an 
accelerated program is initiated. We are fearful that any move to 
enlarge the system could easily get out of hand and result in such a 
substantial mileage being added that we would defeat the purpose of 
supplying this Nation with a connected and integrated system of 
modern highways. 
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In case the Congress should see fit to authorize an accelerated inter 
state program with a definite time limit set for its completion, provi 
sion should be made in the act whereby right-of-way may be acquired 
with control access features by the Federal Government, in the na 
tional defense interest, and upon petition from the atfected State high 
way department. This is recommended since many of the States have 
right-of-way procedures that do not allow the expeditious acquisition 
of nec essary right-of-way and some do not have the authority to con 
trol access, 

Senator Gore. Would it be agreeable to you if members ask you 
questions as you go along ‘ 

Mr. McCoy. I would be pleased, sir. It will give mea rest. 

Senator Gore. I thought since you have some difficulty with your 
voice that it might be a relief for you and give us an opportunity to 
question | Vou. 

Duri ing the noon hour, over the lunch table, Senator Thurmond and 
I were discussing this ve ry question of just what States lack the con 
stitutional power to control access. 

Are you informed on that / 

Mr. McCoy. I am not able to give you those. I understand that 
there are a number of them that do not have that legal authority in 
their State laws. 

Senator Gore. Is it your understanding of S. 1160 that in those 
cases, and also in cases where States are unwilling to control access, 
that this bill would confer the power of eminent domain upon the 
corporation it proposes to set up! 

Mr. McCoy. That is my understanding. 

Senator Gore. And that the highway corporation would then go 
into those States and condemn the rights-of-way / 

Mr. McCoy. That is my understanding. From reading the bill 
very briefly—we have not had time to study it much—that is the way 
I read it; yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. I would like to digress just a moment to say that : 
the suggestion of Senator Kuchel yesterd: Ly the staff was direc sed ¢ to 
make an analysis of S. 1160. They have done a very fine job and I 
wish to commend them, and suggest that if you have not done so to 
give each member a copy of your analy sis. 

I read it last night and wish to compliment you on it. 

Are there any other questions at this point / 

Senator Martin ? 

Senator Martin. Would your organization be in position to give us 
a list of the States that do not have the author ity to go out and acquire 
the right-of-way of the width that we are now consider ing / 

Mr. McCoy. T think that could probably be obtained from the Bu 
reau of Roads. That is where we would have to get it, I am sure. 

Senator Gore. It might save time. 

Mr. Johnson, can you supply the information now 4 

Mr. Jounson. I will be glad to file it with the clerk. 

Senator Gore. Do you know offhand about how many / 

Mr. Jounson..No, sir. It is in the files in the office. We can file 
it with the clerk in the morning. 

Senator Gore. To be included in the record at this point. 

61030—55—11 
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(The information requested is as follows :) 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 
Washington 4, D.C., February 28, 1955. 
Mr. Tueropore W. SNEED, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. SNEED: In compliance with the request of the Senate Public 
Works Committee request as to those States that presently have controlled access 
authority, please note the following States listed in our records as having that 
authority, some by legislation and one by constitutional provision and one by 
virtue of court decision : 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware: limited to approaches of the Delaware River Memorial Bridge 

Florida 

Georgia: limited to counties having 300,000 or more population 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota: by court decision 

Mississippi 

Missouri: by constitutional provision 

Nebraska 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New York 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma: limited to cities over 5,000 population 

Oregon: includes existing routes having less than 10 commercial businesses 
catering to motoring public in any one mile 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Dakota 

Texas: authority extends to cities only, but not counties 

Utah 

Virginia: authority extends to cities only, but not counties 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin: limited to 500 miles on rural sections only having traffic poten- 
tial of 2,000 vehicles per day 

Wyoming: limited to within 10 miles of a town or city over 1,500 population 

A large number of the State legislatures are currently in session, and it is 
assumed that many probably will take action on controlled access legislation, 
especially since the subject has been discussed so universally because of the 
proposed enlarged highway activity. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. E. Jounson, Executive Secretary. 

Senator Gore. Will you proceed ? 

Mr. McCoy. I might say that in California we do have that right 
and exercise it, the right to control access. It has proved very success- 


ful. 


Senator Martin. Do you have the right to acquire—you heard the 
testimony—up to 200 or 300 feet? Do you have the power in Cali- 
fornia to do that? 
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Mr. McCoy. There is no limit on the width we can acquire. We 
dou't always acquire that much, 

Senator Marrin. I understand that, but you have unlimited author- 
ity ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. That is correct. 

Senator Gone. As I understood the testimony this morning it is 
proposed that 250 feet be the minimum. 

Mr. McCoy. 1 think that is an approximation. I do not know 
what the minimum is that is proposed. IL know that we do not al 
ways secure that much for the right-of-way, even with an 8-lane 
freeway. We build them eight lanes wide in places. 

Senator Gore. [ suppose your organization realizes that the ac quisi 
tion of a right-of-way from 250 feet up would destroy the commercial 
deve lopment on part of this 40,000 miles of the Interstate System 

Mr. McCoy. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. What would be the cost? Has your organization 
estimated the cost of such a right-of-way 4 

Mr. McCoy. If they have I do not have the figure, Senator. 

Senator Gore. That is one of the questions that I have indicated 
to the Secretary of Commerce that we would like to have information 
On, 

Will you continue ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. If the program is to be expedited and be developed 
at a uniform level through all of the States at one time, the right of 
entry on the necessary right-of-way for construction will have to be 
facilitated. It is assumed the several States will improve their re- 
spective right-of-way laws, but it will be time-consuming. 

In building the Interstate System, the design standards and the 
need for access control will vary considerably with the terrain, pop- 
ulation density, and land-use development. These same factors will 
call for a wide variation in design standards to adequately care for 
the traffic need. If an interstate program is financed substantially 
at Federal cost and completion be scheduled within a certain time, 
the Congress should give much thought to an apportioning feature 
which will assure that every State will get the proper amount of 
moneys to build their respective parts of the Interstate System to 
proper standards and at the same rate of development. 

We believe that, in the light of past performance, if the Congress 
should consider an accelerated program on the Interstate System, 
financed substantially at Federal cost, it should be administered by 
the Bureau of Public Roads and should be constructed by the high- 
way departments, with the State highway departments assuming 
the obligation of maintaining and policing the system at State 
expense. 

Senator Bus. You speak of highway departments twice in that 
statement. Does that mean State ‘highway departments! That is 
in the next to the last sentence. 

Mr. McCoy. It should be constructed by the State highway depart- 
ments and then the State highway departments assuming the cost of 
maintaining and policing. 

Senator Busi. In other words, it is the State highway department 
in both cases ? 


Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Gore. Do you mean by this statement to indicate that you 
would prefer the Bureau of Roads to the proposed corporation / 

Mr. McCoy. As I understood from reading the bill, the corporation 
would operate through the Bureau of Roads. Maybe I misunder- 
stood that. That is what I understand. 

Senator Gore. You do not mean to take a position here for or 
against the establishment of the corporation / 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. Tam taking no position on that one way or 
another. 

Senator Martin. As I understand it, vou would want the highway 
departments of each of the States to do the construction of the roads 
even if financed by the Federal Government, and then to be policed 
and maintained by the various States ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Marrin. Thank you. 

Mr. McCoy. We, as an association, have long been advocates of 
more money for highways, and we are probably in the best position 
of anyone to know the seriousness, magnitude, and cost of highway 
deficiencies. We favor any sound F ederal-aid highway legisl: ative 
proposal that will make more moneys available for highways, and 
we favor a balanced program making moneys available for the several 
Federal-aid systems. 

Federal-aid contributions to the total highway construction pro- 
gram over the past years ~ as not constituted a big percentage of the 
total, but it has exerted a stabilizing and healthy influence on the 
operation of the ae departments, and has been a big factor 
in uniformity of highway practice. 

Not too many years ago we usually had to preface our testimony, 
or any statements, by offering factual data that would show that we 
were losing the battle in providing adequate highways. We have 
made progress, for at the present time public opinion now has become 
highway conscious and the motor users and manufacturers are seeing 
the manifestations that we were aware of sometime ago. Public 
Senne is now accepting the fact that our highways are lagging 
behind the demands made upon them, and this public opinion is now 
wanting to do something about it. In the democratic form of govern- 
ment, this indicates a healthy condition and a normal development. 
We wish, however, for the record, to show some factual data as to 
the seriousness of the highway need. 

We have in use in the United States at this time approximately 
48 million automobiles, 10 million trucks, and one-quarter of a 
million buses, and the present trends indicate a possible 81 million 
motor vehicles in use in 10 years. If all of the motor vehicles in 
use in the United States today could be fastened bumper to bumper 
they would form a continuous line of sufficient length to reach from 
the earth to the moon. We have a motor vehicle for every 700 feet 
of highway, road, street, or lane that exists in the United States. 

We are the owners of the world’s largest and best highway system, 
although it is ailing and lagging behind ‘the demands we pl ce upon it. 
Our expanding economy and everyday pattern of life is based upon 
the motor vehicle, and the overall motor industry accounts for one- 
seventh of the Nation’s gross products. 

The motor vehicle is no longer a luxury but an absolute necessity, 
and the bumper-to-bumper congestion between urban centers, the 
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queueing up of long lines of traffic on our obsolete primary highways, 
and our dusty and ‘rough farm-to-market roads are exacting a heavy 
economic toll, and furnish everyday proof that the motor vehicle 
use has outdistanced facilities upon which to conveniently and safely 
travel. 

Several things contribute to this condition: First, there was the 
great depression of the thirties, then the World War IL pemod when 
roads were considered expendable, and the postwar period when the 
dollar has devaluated more than 50 percent, as far as buying highway 
construction and maintenance is concerned. 

To meet modern motor demands, a new highway must be wider, 
thicker, and straighter; therefore, necessarily more expensive. Since 
World War IIL we have seen a doubling of traffic with a resulting 
doubling of revenue available for highways, but we have also seen 
the doubling of construction and cost of maintaming highways, so 
our relative financial ability has remained static, and sufficient funds 
are presently not available to provide modern facilities commensur- 
ate with the traflic increase and traffic demands. 

Referring again to the gross national product, we find that since 
World War IT we have been putting only about one-half as much of 
the gross national product into highway construction as we did in 
prewar clays. We also find that the typie: al user is spending only 
about 10 percent of his motor transportation dollar for highway 
construction. We find that the typical user is spending more for 
motor vehicle insurance premiums than he is for highway construe 
tion. In reality we are operating our large fleet of motor vehicles 
over the same highway system that we had before World War II 
started. There have been some notable improvements, however, and 
considerable rehabilitation and resurfacing whieh can only be con- 
sidered as everyday stopgap work. 

Section 15 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 requested the 
Secretary of Commerce to prepare an estimate of need for the nation’s 
3,550,000 miles of roads, streets, and highways. The State highway 
departments cooperated with the Bureau of Public Roads in this 
undertaking. Please bear in mind that this is an estimate and not a 
proposed program, and it is the first time that an attempt has been 
made to place a dollar value upon the total highway needs of the 
Nation. ‘The estimate was made on the basis of providing an Inter- 
state System for the indicated needs of 1974 and for all other roads 
and streets for the needs during the next 10 years. 

I refer to the $101 billion estimate used in the Clay committee 
report to the President that was released to the public in January 
of this year. This comprehensive estimate placed the total needs on 
the Wederal-eid systems, including the Interstate, at $68 billion, and 
currently we are spending something less than $3 billion annually on 
the task. It is obvious that it will take approximately 25 years or so 
to finance, at the current rate of spending, the construction that is 
needed during the next 10 years; and with our dependence upon the 
motor vehicle, and with the current rate of growth of the motor- 
vehicle use, we cannot take that length of time to build up our high- 
way system. 

It. is the considered opinion of our association that failure to build 
our highway system to match our expanding economy will result in 
the decline of highway traffic; whereas, growth is needed for the 








162 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


increased goods and services. When this happens, our present ex- 
panding economy will start to contract and our standard of living 
will decline. Highways and motor vehicles are truly the keystone 
of the American way of life. 

We are grateful to you for the confidence you have placed in our 
association by accepting our counsel regarding the F ieee al-aid high- 
way program over the years. We feel we are qualified to advise the 
Congress as to the seriousness and magnitude of the highway problem 
and in suggesting the type of program required, but, being engineers 
and highway economists, but not financiers, it would be presumptuous 
on our part to suggest the financial plan necessary to provide funds. 
It is, however, our firm conviction that some sound financial plan 
must and can be found to achieve the type of program which is now 
needed. 

Recently two Senate bills with reference to roads have been intro- 
duced, S. 1048 and S. 1160. In reality there is no conflict, as S. 1160 
provides for the Interstate System and S. 1048 provides for the other 
Federal-aid systems. It is apparent that the interstate portion of 
5. 1048 will not suffice, inasmuch as it would require more than 30 
years to build a system so vital to the Nation’s economy, but it is 
believed that the other amounts represent the needs of the other 
Federal-aid systems. 

Both bills have items which are controversial, but which should be 
resolved so as to accomplish the objective of providing Federal funds 
and leadership to assist the States to build a system of highways 
needed for the economy and the defense of this country. It is be- 
lieved that the differences can be reconciled in harmony with the 
American Association of State Highway Officials statement of policy 
made last fall in Seattle, Wash. 

We have, over the years, learned to respect the good judgment of 
you gentlemen in giving the Nation a good balanced Federal-aid high- 
way program. We feel that, after you have analyzed the problem 
and considered the resources available, you will find a sound solution 
which will be agreeable and acceptable to all, and sensibly providing 
the program which we have recommended to you. 

We have conveyed to you faithfully and accurately the spirit of the 
resolution adopted by our association. It may well be that you might 
wish our views on alternate plans which may be suggested during your 
deliberations. In such event, we will attempt to obtain and present to 
you promptly the recommendation of our association on any ques- 
tions you might desire to present to us. 

We thank you for the privilege and opportunity of appearing be- 
fore you and making this statement, and we pledge our full coopera- 
tion in helping execute any program developed and enacted by the 
Congress. 

Senator Neupercer (presiding). Thank you, Mr. McCoy. 

Are there any questions ? 

Senator Bush ¢ 

Senator Bus. On page 3, Mr. McCoy, the middle of that page, it is 
stated that this program should be substantially at Federal cost and 
administered by the Bureau of Public Roads, and constructed by the 
highway departments, and so forth. Let me see if I understand what 
is meant by administered by the Bureau of Public Roads. How much 
territory does that take in? Are they supposed to select the routes? 
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\re they supposed to have veto power on ti at! What does that 
contemplate ¢ 


Mr. McCoy. The contact of States with the Federal Government. in 
the Federal aid to highway poeeeaee es aaa through the United 
States Bureau of Public Roads, and it was the feeling of the States 


that that should continue in the same manner that it has heretofore. 

Senator Busu. There is no change contemplated in the relation 
ships between the Bureau and the State highway departments ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. That is correct. 

Senator Busn. Does that mean, in practice, that it has been the 
custom for the States to select the routes and which routes should be 
widened and so forth and so on, or does that have to be agreed to by 
the Bureau ? 

Mr. McCoy. If you are going to use Federal funds on it, it has to 
receive the approval of the Bureau. 

Senator Busu. But the initiative comes from the State / 

Mr. McCoy. That is correct. 

Senator Busu. You will say this is what we want to do and you 
agree ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busy. The Federal Government does not impose its direec- 
tions to the State ? 

Mr. McCoy. No; they do not. 

Senator Busnu. But it receives the State’s recommendations and 
then approves or disapproves / 

Mr. McCoy. That is correct. 

Senator Busn. And you contemplate no change in that é 

Mr. McCoy. That is what was contemplated in this statement. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucnen. I have two general questions that I would like 
to develop, particularly with respect to your own position as a 
governmental official in California. First of all I think the members 
of the committee would be interested in the present legislation in Cali- 
fornia respecting immediate acquisition of rights-of-way. That was 
developed, Mr. Chairman, somewhat this morning by the able official 
of the State of Missouri, in which he suggested that the committee 
give consideration to the problem of immediate acquisition of rights- 
of-w ay in the interests of economy. Could you describe briefly what 
the State of California has done with respect to that problem 

Mr. McCoy. The legislature of the State of California created a 
$30 million advance right-of-way revolving fund which is to be used 
for the purpose of acquiring right-of-way which is largely unde- 
veloped, or developed to a low degree, in advance of the time of 
actual construction of the project so that some big factory or some 
large subdivision cannot be built on it and cost us 10 or 15 or a 100 
times more money. 

We have : acquired $ 20 million worth of such kind of property and 
our economics department figures that we have saved close to $200 
million in the 2 or 3 years we have been operating on that basis. 
Most of that was done in the Los Angeles metropolitan area and in 
the San Francisco Bay metropolitan area. 

Senator Kucuen. Secondly, Mr. McCoy, if the members of the 
committee will recall the map which was used this morning by the 
State official from Missouri, they will recall that there is only one 
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avenue of ingress and egress from northern California east along what 
is known as Highway 40,2 part of the Federal Interstate System ear- 
marked, I take it, for eventual construction into a four-lane through- 
way in line with whatever allocation of moneys the Federal Govern- 
ment would participate in. 

While Mr. McCoy is here I would like to have him state to the 
committee very briefly the fact surrounding the legislation adopted 
by the State government in California appropriating, 1 think, $20 
million for an increased alloc ee by the State to the construction of 
such a four-lane highway east from San Francisco through Sacra- 
mento and on to Reno Nev. 

Would you just describe th it br lefly for the committee, Mr. MeC oy ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. The legislatiure authorized the expenditure of an ad- 
ditional $20 million of State highway funds on the road between San 
Francisco and Reno, which goes over the Sierra Nevada Mountains. 
That money would be avail: ible immedi: itely as soon and if the Fed- 
eral Government would authorize or appropriate an equal amount of 
Federal funds in addition to regular Federal aid. 

Senator KucHe.. Because that might present a situation which the 
committee would like to consider in adopting any highway legislation 
this vear, and because further there night be instances where other 
States would be interested similarly, | previously spoke to the chair- 
man of this subcommittee, Mr. Gore, who agreed that he would sup- 
port a motion which I now desire to make: that the staff study the 
legislation adopted by the government of California with a view to re- 
porting to this committee whether or not legislation might be au- 
thorized in the road legislation before us to cover that situation and 
to take advantage of those funds. 

I make that motion, Mr. Chairman, only so that the members of 
the committee might be particularly and impartially advised by the 
staff on the matter. 

Senator NEUBERGER. You have heard the motion from the Senator 
from California. Is there any discussion of it ? 

Senator Marri. Mr. Chairman, and distinguished Senator from 
California: Would it be feasible to make a toll road out of what you 
have just referred to? I have gone over it in the United States and I 
feel we can press the toll roads from the east probably through Mis- 
souri and then starting over on the Pacific slope maybe we could 
vo to Reno with a toll road, and then still probably get some Federal 
aid and some State aid to connect it up. Would “that be feasible 
financially 4 Understand that I am not objecting to this motion at 
all. This committee needs a lot of information. We have an enor- 
mous job before us. 

Mr. McCoy. We have poe made a toll road feasibility study of 
this particular section. I do know that the people of California are 
rather adverse to the idea of toll roads. That would have to be the 
last extreme before they would even consider it. 

Senator KucHen. Question. 

Senator NEuBERGER. A]] those in favor of the motion of the Senator 
from California, assent by saying “Aye.” 

Opposed / 

It is so ordered. 

(The motion was carried.) 
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Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any further questions 
to ask. I asked the questions that I was interested in while the wit 
ness was going through his prepared statement. I think we are re 
ceiving wonderful information but I would like, Mr. Chairman, to 
have the underst unding as we pursue this work that some of you men 
might come back to answer some questions after we have gone further 
into this, 

Mr. McCoy. That is a fair request, 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, may I ask another question 

Senator NEUBERGER, Certainly. 

Senator KucHEL. Senator Gore is the author of S. 1048. With re- 
spect to its provisions other than the Interstate System, does the asso 
ciation look with favor on the general theory of Senator Gore's legis 
lation 4 

Mr. McCoy. The association feels that the appropriations other 
than the Interstate System are adequate and proper. 

Senator Kucnen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. McCoy. 

Senator Thurmond ¢ 

Senator Tuurmonp. In the construction of the road system, re- 
gardless of how the funds are provided, is it your opinion that it 
would be better to just start and build a brandnew road system or to 
try to take the basic system and broaden it with the funds provided, in 
which event of course the filling stations all along the highway and 
houses would have to be removed and paid for and ex pensive rights- 
of-way would have to be incurred, and there would be a tremendous 
upheaval of business, so to speak. 

In other words, which is more practical / 

Mr. McCoy. I do not think you can make a categorical statement 
and say that you should relocate or should not. You will have to treat 
each section of that road by itself and determine that which is the 
most feasible thing. In our own operation in some places we improved 
our highways and we are building freeways, 4, 6, and 8 lanes. In 
some places we build them on the existing route; in some places, in 
order not to destroy property, we relocate. 

With full freeway controlled access and with proper approaches to 
the bypassed area they are not seriously damaged. We have made 
studies of the business conditions and we have accesses, as Senator 
Kuchel knows, to the records of the board of control who collect taxes, 
income taxes, so that we know exactly what the business did before 
the road was built. Then we wait a year after it is built and make 
another study and find out again. So we know pretty well what hap- 
pens. I would say it depends on the circumstances for each road. 

Senator THurMonpb. Considering the congestion with the large num- 
ber of automobiles and the projected number that will go on the high- 
ways later; considering the needs of national defense of having an 
adequate arterial system throughout the Nation; and considering the 
increased demands from commerce, is it your feeling that we could 
well use an Interstate System in addition to the present system ? 

Mr. McCoy. In addition to the present system’ I could not answer 
that question. A brandnew Interstate System’ Is that what you 
mean ¢ 

Senator THurmonp. That is right. 

Mr. McCoy. I could not answer that question. 
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Senator THurmonp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. McCoy. 

Mr. McCoy. Thank you gentlemen, very much, for your courtesy 
in listening to me. 

Senator Neunpercer. We have one additional witness today, gen- 
tlemen, Mr. R. H. Baldock, the State highway engineer of my State. 

Mr. Baldock has served with distinction for a quarter of a century 
in Oregon. We are very proud of the road system that he has helped 
to build. In our State we have over 3 percent of the area of the 
country but only 1 percent of the people. Despite that, Oregon has 
a most outstanding highway network. 

Our State was the first State to levy a gasoline tax, the first State 
to levy a weight-distance tax for road use, and some people say we 
were the first State to have the white line on the highway to keep vou 
from sliding off at night. 

We are glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF R. H. BALDOCK, STATE HIGHWAY ENGINEER OF 
OREGON AND MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Baupock. Senator Neuberger, gentlemen, I am R. H. Baldock. 
I am the State highway engineer of Oregon, presently a member of 
the executive committee of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials, and a past president of this association. 

With your permission, I will comment briefly on some of the fea- 
tures of two highway bills that have been introduced this session ; 


namely, S. 1048 and S. 1160. 

With reference to S. 1048, no mention was made about forest high- 
ways, and no funds are provided. For some time, the authorization 
has been $2214 million per year. 

We feel that this is just an oversight, and that authorizations for 
forest highways will be included in this year’s highway legislation. 

We suggest that 25 percent of the amount apportioned to each 
State for the respective systems may be transferred from one system 
to another, rather than only 10 percent as specified. 

Since we believe that the amount apportioned to the Interstate 
System is quite inadequate, we suggest that this item be deleted, and 
that the Interstate System be cared for in the manner outlined in 
S. 1160, or some other appropriate plan. 

In contrast, S. 1048 does provide more adequate amounts for pri- 
mary, urban, and secondary systems than is proposed in the Presi- 
dent’s message to the Congress, and this association believes that the 
increased amounts will be necessary to assist the States in the building 
of these important roads in a reasonable time. 

The association likewise believes that a 5-year bill, as provided 
in S. 1048, is needed to permit the States to carry on advanced plan- 
ning with assurance that funds for the projects will be available. 

A 2-year bill does not do this. 

S. 1160 is a much more controversial piece of legislation. 

It is challenging and dynamic. Perhaps the most controversial 
subject will be the plan for deficit financing. 

It appears, upon careful analysis, that it is virtually impossible 
to increase taxes to the amounts required to do the job of building 
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the Interstate System and its urban connections, costing $27 billion, 
in 10 years on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

The additional funds required would equal the equivalent of about 
a 4-cent gas tax, nationwide. 

Senator Martin. Is that 4 cents or is that 4 cents additional? 

Mr. Batpock. That is 4 cents additional. 

Senator Martin. Additional to what we now pay ? 

Mr. Baupock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. Thank you. 

Mr. Baxpock. Since the plan is to build access-controlled facilities 
to standards needed by traffic 20 years hence, a type of road which 
would give many years of service life, it would appear only proper 
that the users during this period of time should pay for it. 

It has been estimated that the savings in transportation on the In- 
terstate System, as indicated on the charts shown this morning, would 
be about $2 billion per year. 

Therefore, 51% years of such savings will pay for the total interest 
charge required in 8. 1160. 

Looking at the financial situation from another viewpoint, it is 
observed that S. 1048 proposes a total authorization of $1.6 billion for 
each of the next 5 years. 

Suppose the Interstate System funds are deleted and the amount for 
the remaining systems reduced to about $1 billion per year, the re- 
mainder, or $0.6 billion, which represents just about the yield from the 
Federal 1-cent gas tax and Federal 3-cent lubrication oil tax, will 
adequately support the financing of the Interstate System in accord- 
unce with the terms of S. 1160. 

Expressed in another way, the equivalent of the amount proposed 
for S. 1048 should finance in a satisfactory manner both the interstate 
and the other Federal-aid systems, provided periodic increases are 
made comparable to increases in revenue with increases in traffic. 

This is just by way of illustration. 

I would not recommend extending the debt period longer than pro- 
vided in S. 1160 and under the plan I just read you would have to ex- 
tend the debt period. 

However, as near as I could determine $134 billion per year, plus 
annual increases in revenue by reason of increased traffic, should do the 
job. 

Presently the States have available about $2 billion for expenditure 
on the State system. If the Federal Government would make avail- 
able $1 billion on the Federal-aid system other than the interstate, and 
$214 billion for the Interstate System, as near as I can determine you 
can complete the Interstate System in 10 years and complete a little 
better than 80 percent of the other systems in that period of time. 

If you continue on the other systems for a 15-year period you can 
complete not only the requirements in 10 years but also the additional 
depreciation in the remaining 5, keeping in mind that the estimate of 
the Interstate System was based upon the requirements 20 years hence, 
not the requirements 10 years hence. 

In case any enlarged highway program is authorized that would be 
administered by a corporate body, such as outlined in S. 1160, the 
association strongly recommends that such body not be authorized to 
act as an appeals board for matters of dispute or differences of 
opinion with relation to type of pavement, location of highways, the 
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degree and application of access control, and applicable design stand- 
ards. 

These are essentially engineering matters, and should be resolved 
by engineers, in our opmion. The States have alw: ays been able to 
handle such matters satisf: actorily with the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Tolls are only a method of financing highways. They are probably 
the most expensive method, costing as s they do at mile: age rate which is 
the equivalent of about 22 cents for a gallon, gasoline tax. 

The activity in this field was caused by the need for improved roads, 
and in the area where revenue bonds are feasible, action is being taken. 

Toll activity, however, is not new, and is usually manifest in cycles 
at times where needs and desires are far in excess of available funds 
for road building. 

This association has never adopted a definite policy on toll roads, 
but it is evident that if modern roads can be financed without. tolls, 
the general public would approve such action. 

The amount of road needs that can be met by the construction of 
revenue bond type toll turnpikes is quite limited and will not go very 
far in solving the highway problem. 

Senator Busn. To what extent do you have toll roads in the State 
of Oregon ¢ 

Mr. Bautpock. We have no toll roads. 

Senator Busu. None at all? 

Mr. BALbDOCK. No, SIV. ' 

Senator Nevusercer. Are there any toll roads anywhere in the 
Western States / 

Mr. Baupock. The only toll roads anywhere in the Western States, 
from the Rocky Mountain area to the Pacific coast, is the short sec- 
tion called the Boulder Turnpike between Boulder, Colo., and Denver, 
Colo. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Tlow long is that / 

Mr. Baupock. About 30 miles. 

Senator Neupercer. That is all there is anywhere / 

Mr. Baupock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Marrin. And that as I understand it is a subsidized road. 

The State of Colorado put up 30 percent of the cost. 

Mr. Baxpock. I cannot tell you the exact terms. I know the State 
maintains it. 

Senator Martin. They paid a subsidy of 30 percent. There is a 
toll road in Oklahoma. 

Mr. Baupock. Yes, sir, there is one between Tulsa and Oklahoma 
City. 

I have driven over both of them. 

Senator Neupercer. For our purposes, Mr. Baldock, when you refer 
to the Western States you generally refer to the 11 States from the 
Rocky Mountains westward ¢ 

Mr. Bannock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Marrix. Anything west of the Mississippi we call west. 

Senator Neusercer. It isall relative. 

Will you continue, Mr. Baldock ? 

Mr. Batpock. Many States may object to the payment for old toll 
roads, as provided in 8. 1160, while still more may oppose the Federal 
encouragement of the building of new toll roads. 





a a Le ee Zi oe 
bo ans an A Alea ine Fig Secale oe AS 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 169 


It is rather difficult to see the advantage of building new toll roads 
if legislation similar to S. 1160 passes, making possible the building of 
the entire Interstate System, free of tolls, in a 10-year period of time. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. Why wouldn't it be just as well to go ahead where 
you have a plan for a toll road of say, a hundred miles, even if you 
thought S. 1160 were going to pass, because under S. 1160, as I under- 
stand it, you get reimbursement for approximately vO percent, which 
gives you that money to use elsewhere. 

So that you get an advantage both ways. You would have a self. 
liquidating road on the one hand, or you have the advantage of pick 
ing up the out-of-State money, so to speak, that is going into New 
England on vacation or maybe the State of Washington on vacation, 
and on the other hand you get the credit to apply elsewhere in the 
State. 

Why isn’t that all right 4 

Mr. Batpock. The personal objection that I would have to it would 
be this: 

That the motorist traveling on one of the more important roads of 
the State—and there will be very many of them-—-would be required 
to pay exorbitant rates for that road use in order to finance some 
road that he may never goon at all. 

I don’t thing it isa fair method. It is taxation without representa- 
tion, so to speak. 

Senator Busu. That is an interesting observation. 

Senator Neupercer. Will you continue / 

Mr. Batpock. The matter of reimbursement of a State for which 
credit has been established for prior work done to acceptable stand- 
ards on the Interstate System, whether for a toll or a free highway, 
isambiguous and should be clarified. , 

It appears that if the Federal Government is to build the Inter- 
state System that there may be some justice in considering the work 
that has been done before in the way of reimbursement. 

But the statement that is made in S, 1160 is very difficult to under- 
stand. 

In reviewing S. 1048, we believe some clarification should be made 
as to how it affects the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954. 

Does it supplement the funds provided in the current act, or is it 
the intention to substitute the proposed amounts in S. 1048 for those 
funds authorized at this time for the fiscal years of 1956 and 1957? 

In closing I wish to express my pleasure in being here and having 
the privilege of appearing before this committee. 

I trust that in your considered judgment you may be able to bring 
forth legislation within the next several months that will make pos- 
sible an augmented highway program, to the end that we may keep 
highway building in pace with the expanding economy of America. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Baldock. , 

Are there any questions / 

Senator Martin. 

_ Senator Martin. As I understand, Mr. Baldock, you are entirely 
in accord with this enlarged road program with the plan in some way 
to complete it in approximately 10 years, and that you want the con- 
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struction and then, we will say, the policing which includes the size, 
weight, and speed of motor vehicles, to be controlled locally ? 

Mr. Batpock. By the State. 

Senator Martin. Is that about your plan? 

Mr. Bauoock. Yes, sir. In other words we think that on account 
of the importance of the Interstate System to the national economy 
and the national defense, that the Federal Government should bear 
a very large portion of its cost. 

Senator Martin. What percentage do you think the Federal Gov- 
ernment should pay ? 

Mr. Bautpockx. Under the terms of S. 1160 the Federal Government 
is paying about 95 percent. It is my opinion the States should just 
pay a token portion of that bill and should bear 50 percent of the cost 
of the other Federal-aid systems. 

Senator Martin. Then you would favor the States administering 
and paying for the repair and upkeep and policing of the system 
after it is completed ? 

Mr. Baxpock. Yes, sir; and also the States designing and building 
the system, letting the contracts and all, subject to the approval of the 
Bureau of Public Roads as we do now. 

Senator Martin. Something similar to what we have now? 

Mr. Batpock. Yes. 

Senator Marri. Does that also apply to the width of rights-of- 
way ¢ 

Mr. Baxpock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. And access and so on { 

Mr. Batvocx. The determination of those things could be made as 
nearly as they are now. We have gotten along very well. 

Senator Marrin. I don’t know how it is in your great State of 
Oregon, but in the East, we have a very serious problem now. 

We build, we will say, a 4-lane divided highway and then people 


start to build up along that, and then they ask to limit the speed to 
35 miles an hour or 25. 


Who is to control that? 

Mr. Batpock. On this Interstate System, if it is built according to 
the standards that I think should be imposed, there would be complete 
control of access to that so that at no time would it suffer sae 
functional obsolescence. 

Senator Martin. Who would control that ? 

Mr. Barpocx. That would be controlled by the States. 

Senator Martin. In Pennsylvania we have a situation where we 
built a road, the Federal Government assisting, and the county assisted 
and the city of Pittsburgh assisted, and there is already a move to 
limit the speed to 35 miles an hour. 

It is awfully hard for local people, local authorities to make a 
decision against the local people who use that road. 

What I am getting at is whether or not that ought to be in the 
control of the States or whether it ought to be in the control of the 
Federal Government. 

I am asking for information. I am not taking a position one way 
or another. 

Mr. Baxpvocx. It is my opinion that when the States surrender their 


police powers they will cease to be an autonomous State; their local 
police powers. 
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Senator Martin. That is all that I have. 

Senator Neunercer. Are there any other questions 

Senator Case / 

Senator Case. Mr. Baldock, I would like to ask one question. 

If it was asked before I was able to come you can advise me and 
disregard it. 

Would the State of ( Jregon be in a position to match a larger alloca- 
tion of funds in all categories of Federal aid? 

Mr. BALDocK. The legislature of the State of Oregon is in session 
now. It is standing by, so to speak, on road legislation waiting to 
determine the requirements under a Federal-aid bill. 

The leaders of the legislature have told me that they stand ready 
to initiate legislation to match whatever Federal funds are provided 

Senator Case. When does your legislature normally adjourn? 

Mr. Batpock. Probably in April. 

Senator Casr. What is the amount of your gasoline tax at the 
present time ¢ 

Mr. Bavpock. Six cents. 

Senator Cask. What would be required in terms of a gasoline tax 
if you were to get allotments on the basis of S. 1045 ¢ 

Mr. Bauoocx. As I remember I figured out before I left that it 
would be a little less than a cent. 

Senator Casr. Another cent would permit you to match on the full 
scale of S. 10484 

Mr. Baupock. Yes. 

Senator Cask. How are you situated from the standpoint of engi- 
neering capacity | ? 

Mr. BaLpock. We have been constantly recruiting young men and 
believe that. we will be in a position to handle that program satis- 
factorily. 

Senator Case. I presume that you have already indicated in that 
regard whether or not you are in favor of a completely controlled 
access principle on the Interstate System 

Mr. Batpock. I think it is very essential. 

Senator Case. Have you examined the interstate designation for 
Oregon with respect to the current needs? — 

Let me phrase that another way. 

The present Interstate System, as approved in 1947, was based on 
requests of the State highway authorities at that time. 

If it were submitted to you today would you ask for designation in 
Oregon of exactly the same routes or between the same points ? 

Mr. Baupock. The two routes we asked for then are the routes we 
would ask for now. 

Senator Case. And you would ask for no changes? 

Mr. Baxpock. No, for one other reason: I think when any State 
starts to add to the Interstate System now it will destroy the whole 
concept of an integrated system of Interstate Highways over the 
Nation. 

I might say in passing that presently we are building on a free basis 
165 miles of the Interstate System to complete controlled access. 

Senator Case. It happened that during the time the highway bill 
was up for consideration in the Senate last spring a Member of the 
Senate looked at the map with special reference to Oregon and said. 


that he didn’t believe that the designation of 1947 was in harmony 
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with the way the highway needs had developed in Oregon, and he 
suggested that there should be some ch: ange. . 

How well informed he was I don’t know. That is the reason T am 
especially asking the question of you. 

Do you think ‘that it re presents the best selection that you can make 
today ? 

Mr. Batpock. I would say, Senator, that there is no question but 
we would be pleased to get other roads on the Interstate System, par- 
ticularly if the Federal Government were to pay its portion, but I 
don’t think it would be to the interest of the Nation to do that. 

The two we have on the system carry the greatest amount of traffic 
and are the two most important roads in the State. 

Senator Case. I haven't examined the map and I am not looking at 
amap. Let meask you this: Does the presently designated indication 
for the Interstate System in Oregon give you a north-south crossing 
of the State / 

Mr. Batpock. Yes, sir. From Washington to California on U.S. 
#9, and from Portland, Oregon to the Idaho line, east and west, on 
U. S. 30. 

Senator Case. So that the present Interstate System crosses Oregon 
both north and south and east and west / 

Mr. Bannock. Yes. 

Senator Case. Do you think that that would be a logical character- 
istic for the Interstate System for all States / 

Mr. Batpock. I think so. 

Senator Case. And if States did not have any north and south 
route would you think that there should be a north and south desig- 
nation ? 

Mr. Batpock. Not necessarily. It all depends upon the origin and 
destination of traflic, Senator, the concept being that these interstate 
routes would connect major city with major city throughout the 
Nation, the major centers of population. 

Senator Case. You have an east and west route / 

Mr. Bannock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you think it would be desirable for the States to 
have an east and west crossing of their State on an Interstate System ? 

Mr. Batpock. Generally it is certainly desirable to have an east and 
west and north and south, and I think most States have. 

Some are diagonal routes because that is where the traffic is and 
where the demands are. 

Senator Case. That is all. Thank you. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Senator Thurmond ? 

Do you have any questions / 

Senator THurmMonp. No, thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. I have a question, Mr. Baldock. In the fourth 
paragraph of your presentation you said, “The additional funds re- 
quired would equal the equivalent of about a 4-cent gas tax nation- 
wide” and in answer to a question by Senator Martin you said that 
would be an additional 4-cent tax. 

There has been a substantial objection that a substantial amount of 
the funds raised by S. 1160 would go into interest, rather than con- 
crete, bridges, piers, and so on. 
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Do you think there would be any economic reason for the additional! 
t-cent gasoline tex and to pay for it as we went rather than to ineur 
the debt with all the interest ¢ 

Mr. Bautpock. On the basis of a business venture, I think it would 
be better to carry a portion of it on deficit financing so that the users 
10 or 20 years from now would pay their share as well as the users 
today. 

Otherwise the users today would build this great system in 10 years 
which would have a life of 30 to 40 years and probably longer than 
that. 

I presume that most of this system will be here for a hundred years 
or so. I believe it would be good business to do part of it, if you could, 
by current revenues and part of it by deficit financing. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sneed of the committee staff asked me to call your attention 
to one thing. 

Under Public Law 350 of the last session of the Congress, where 
you mention that perhaps the forest highway allotments were left out 
of Senator Gore's bill, in section 3 it says: 

For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal 
Highway Act there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, (1) for forest hich 
ways the sum of $22,500,000 for the fiscal vear ended June 30, 1956, and a like 
suin for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1957. 

Mr. Sneed thought that perhaps took care of that and would not 
have to be repeated. 

Mr. Batpock. Is that in S. 1048 ¢ 

Senator NEUBERGER. No, in Public Law 350 of the previous session. 

Mr. Batpock. I may be wrong but I believe we would have to have 
another authorization. 

You mean the previous session had it in there / 

Senator Martin. This was enacted for 2 years. 

Senator Nevsercer. This enacted the Federal Highway Act appro- 
priation for $2214 million for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1957. 
So perhaps for that reason it was not necessary for that authorization 
to be repeated in S. 1048 ¢ 

Mr. Bavpock. That is right. As you recall I said in reviewing 
S. 1048 we said some clarification should be made as to cine it affects 
the act of 1954. 

There has been a great deal of uncertainty about it over the country. 
It might be better clarified. 

Senator Case. Mr. Baldock, under the ceiling suggested in the bill 

1160 for appropriations for the so-called regular features of Federal 
aaa was suggested of 862214 million, I believe. That included 
$2214 million for forest highways. 

If that particular approach should be used, wouldn’t you think 
or would you think that the ceiling should be raised so as to embrace 
the amount suggested for national park highways as well as for forest 
highways ¢ 

Mr. Batpock. I think that would be very desirable. 

Senator Case. And also for the roads on Indian reservations / 

Mr. Baupock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That is all. 

Senator Martin. May I ask another question / 
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Senator Neupercer. Certainly. 

Senator Marrin. I was very much interested in your statement, 
and I asked you a couple of questions about it. It would require 
4 cents gasoline tax in addition. That would be in addition to what 
the Federal Government now collects and also the States. Is that 
your idea ? 

Mr. Batpock. Yes. Four cents additional, whether levied by the 
States or the Federal Government. 

Senator Martin. Do you think if we are to put that additional 
4 cents on, how much do you think it would decrease, what percentage 
of decrease would the collections be because of that higher tax ? 

I presume there would be less use of cars. 

Mr. Batpock. That is a very difficult question to answer. 

Senator Martin. I know itis. You folks have a lot of information. 

I have been very much impressed with the fine information that your 
association possesses. 

I thought maybe vou had made a study on it. 

Mr. Bannock. No. I think it would cause a storm of protest over 
the Nation. 

Senator Marin. There is a protest to every tax of course. That 
is the beautiful thing about being American: You can protest taxes, 
you can protest anything. 

In some countries you can’t. 

Mr. Batpock. In answer to the question, Senator—— 

Senator Marrrn. I thought you folks had made a study on it. 

Mr. Batpock. No. I told Senator Neuberger that I thought that 
part of it might be done with present taxes and part with deficit 
financing. 

In fact, this bill, S. 1160, proposes about a fourth of that to be done 
with the present 2-« ent gas tax and the remainder is put on deficit 
financing. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, of course you know there are a 
great number of men in Congress opposed to increasing the public 
debt even indirectly. I have a lot of sympathy with ‘that line of 
thinking. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, before we adjourn, I wonder if the 
committee would indulge me to ask a few questions of Mr. McCoy ? 

Mr. McCoy, I regret that I was not here at the time you presented 
your principal statement, but I assure you I shall read it very care- 
fully, as well as the answers you may have made to questions asked by 
the Senators. 

I had some other obligations that I had to take care of earlier in 
this afternoon. 

I want to ask you a series of questions, and if I ask anything that 
you have already answered or covered in your testimony, you simply 
advise me and we will let it go and I will study the record. 

Do you think that the maintenance, operation, and policing of the 
ewerge System would be a significant expense or burden on the 

tates 


Mr. McCoy. I think it would be a proper burden on the States and 
I don’t think it would be too much. 


Senator Casr. Would maintenance, in your opinion, be helped by 
the fact that the new system would be built to a higher standard? 
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Mr. McCoy. In our State it would not make any difference, nation- 
ally it probably would. 

Senator Case. What about snow removal in the winter time! 

Mr. McCoy. We do that, too, in our State. Nationally it might 
help. It might be a burden, although I think most of the States do 
take care of the snow on their main routes in the wintertime. 

Senator Case. Do you know whether under the design contem- 
plated for the Interstate System, snow would be less likely to accu- 
mulate on the designed road ? 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t know. I think it would cost more to keep it 
off of a four-lane road than it would off of a two-lane. 

Senator Case. If the Federal Government is to condemn right-of- 
way in some instances on the petition of a State, and foot a large part 
of the bill for the right-of-way, do you think it ought to have a larger 
voice in the designing and letting of contracts ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. I think ‘that that should properly be a func- 
tion of the State. 

All the plans are approved by the Government and the bidder is 
approved. 

Any contract that is awarded is awarded after it receives the 
approval of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Case. Then you think that would protect the States aes a 
large extent in having a voice in the determination of whether 
should be a 2-lane or 4-lane highway, for example? 

Mr. McCoy. I think the traffic should determine that. Traffic as 
of the date you are designing your road. 

Senator Casr. Do you have any fixed standard to suggest in that 
respect as to where you go from the 2- to the 4-lane highway ? 

Mr. McCoy. We do not have them here. We do in the office. I 
don’t happen to have them in my mind. We have a fixed standard 
where we go from 2 to 4, 4 to 6, or 6 to 8. 

Senator Casr. Does the American Association of State Highway 
Officials have any fixed opinion with respect to this suggestion that we 
write into the law labor provisions that would establish the prevailing 
wage in the locality similar to the Davis-Bacon Act on other public 
works ? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. The American association has never taken 
any action on that question. 

Senator Casr. Do you have any opinion on it yourself ? 

Mr. McCoy. In my State we do it now. 

Senator Case. You do it now? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Prev: ailing wage law we have had in operation for many years. 

Senator Case. Who makes the determination of the prevailing 
wage ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. The State highway department. 

Senator Case. Not the secretary of labor? 

Mr. McCoy. I think under recent law there is a connection there. 
I can’t tell you the exact detail but it is made by the State. 

Senator Cask. What about the engineering supplies as far as your 
State is concerned, and your opinion of that generally? Willi the 
States be able to engineer a greatly expanded system of highways 
generally ? 
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Mr. McCoy. As far as our State is concerned we have been on a 
campaign to get young technical graduates for the last 20 years. 

We have built up a backlog in the lower classifications where we 
were able to expand our own program from $20 million to $250 mil- 
lion—that is our program now in California—in the last 8 years. 

We did that without trouble. We feel confident that we can expand 
it again and do the work in an orderly and efficient manner. 

Senator Casr. Has the American Association of State Highway 
Officials made any canvass of the several States to determine spe- 
cifically with anak to the different States their ability to increase 
their fuds for matching purposes / 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t think they have, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you have facilities to do that / 

Mr. McCoy. Will you restate that question / 

Senator Case. Do you have facilities to make such a canvass / 

Mr. McCoy. No. To see whether they can increase their funds / 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t think we could find out because that would be 
i legislative matter in each case, in each State. 

Senator Casr. Before we get through with these hearings we ought 
to have an answer to that. That is we ought to have some idea as to 
whether or not there is a general capacity on the part of the States 
to increase their matching. 

Some reports have come to me that some of the States were finding 
it difficult to match the funds already made available under the 1954 
wet for the next 2 fiscal years. 

Before we can give a sound answer on whether or not we should ex- 
pand those authorizations it seems to me we should have authoritative 
and responsive testimony as to whether or not the States would be in 
position to increase their matching. 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t know whether we could find that out for you 
because they would be in a position to raise the gas tax in their State. 
Whether they would do it or not is another matter. 

Senator Casr. That is a part of the question, too. 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t think we could determine that fact. 

Senator Cask. Do you have any information as to whether or not 
there is any great lag in matching available funds by the States at this 
time? 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. In our State there is none. 

don’t think there is any great amount. I think the Bureau of 
Public Roads can furnish that. 

Senator Case. We can certainly determine that question. 

Mr. McCoy. They can answer that right off. 

Senator Cast. Do you feel that controlled access is desirable on 
highways other than the Interstate System / 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. How far would you go with that / 

Mr. McCoy. We are going to it in our own State because that is 
what I believe we should do, on all our Important State highways. 
On all our important State highways we are getting c ontrolled access, 
even on the two-lane highways. 

Senator Case. That would mean all of your primar y system ? 
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Mr. McCoy. We only have one system, but if I understand whiat 
you mean, yes. 

Senator Cask. Lam thinking in terms of the Federal-aid categories 
of Federal primary and Federal secondary. 

Would you require controlled access on the roads where you use 
your Federal-aid secondary money ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. No, sir. because we use it all on country roads; 87 
percent of it on the country roads system. We do not require that at 
all. 

Senator Case. But you would where you use your Federal-aid 
primary funds ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Oh, yes. Not because we are using Federal aid but 
because that is our policy. 

Senator Case. That is the category or classification of the highway ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. Federal aid amounts to less than 20 percent of 
our road program. 

Senator Case. Would the expanded Interestate System require you, 
in any event, to neglect the secondary roads in your State 

Mr. McCoy. Are you speaking of the Feder al-aid secondar v? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Mr. McCoy. No. 

Senator Case. If you develop accessorial roads on your primary 
system are vou still in position to carry on your secondary road pro 
gram without impairment or anything / 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you have any convictions with respect to the 
target date for designing the Interstate System / 

What I have in mind there is that the Clay committee suggests we 
ought to build to the needs of 1974 with a design that would be good 
for the traffic 10 years beyond that, but do it all in the next 10 vears. 

Is 1974 or 1975 a good target date for designing ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. I think so. It is the trafhie that is voing to be there 
10 vears after you finish your ee and I think it certainly ought 
to be adequate to take care of i 

Senator Case. What is a “percentage of pubhe lands in Cali 
fornia’ Let me put it the other way. 

When you are given credit for your public lands in California, 
what is vour actu: al basis for matching on the primary aa 

Mr. McCoy. I don’t have that matter in my head. On a 50-50 
basis about 58 percent. That is within | percent. 

Senator Case. About 58-42? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cask. So on an Interstate System with 60-40 

Mr. McCoy. It would be corresponding. 

Senator Case. It would be about 67 to 33 / 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Senator Cast. Do you feel that the Federal Government should 
pick up the check for a larger share of the cost of the Interstate 
System / 

Mr. McCoy. I think so. 

I think so for the reasons that Mr. Baldock gave when you asked 
him that question. , 
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Senator Case. Have you already expressed yourself with respect to 
the Federal Government becoming involved in the acquisition of 
rights-of-way ¢ 

Mr. McCoy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That is all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator NeuBperGcer. Thank you very much. 

We will adjourn until 10 o’clock Monday morning. 

(Whereupon at 3:40 p. m. a recess was taken, to reconvene at 10 
a.m. February 28, 1955.) 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1955 


Unrrep Srates Senate, ComMirrer oN Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, dD. ¢ 


The subcommittee met at 10:15 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Symington, Thurmond, McNamara, Neu- 
berger, and Bush. 

Also present: Senator Hruska. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

Our first witness this morning will be Mr George Koss of the As- 
sociated General Contractors. Mr. Koss, I believe if you will sit over 
here, it will be easier for everybody. 

Mr. Koss. Right here, sir? 

Senator Gore. Yes, sir; that will be fine. 

Otf the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a discussion off the record. ) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE C. KOSS, PRESIDENT-ELECT OF THE 
ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA 





Mr Koss. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is George C. Koss, president of the Koss Construction Co. of Des 
Moines, Iowa. Our firm specializes in highway paving in the Mid- 
west area. 

Also I am president-elect of the Associated General Contractors 
of America, scheduled to take office at the close of the association’s 
36th annual convention, which opens in New Orleans 2 weeks from 
today, and it is in that capacity that I appear before ra today. 

Our association represents more than 6,500 of the Nation’s lead- 
ing general contractors who each year execute most of the contract 
construction performed throughout the United States. 

Of these companies more than 2,700 report that they engage in high- 
way construction either exclusively or as a part of their work, and 
more than 2,300 report that they engage in ioe we refer to as heavy 
construction which would include phases of highway construction 
such as bridge building. 

There are more than 120 local associations affiliated with the na- 
tional association. Many of these are statewide associations of high- 
way and heavy construction contractors, which work closely with 
their State highway departments for improvements in highway con- 
struction. 
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Our association consistently has taken the position that it is the 
function of Congress, acting upon the recommendations of pathy 9 
ate Federal, State, and local highway and other governmental ¢ 
ficials, to determine the size and kind of the Federal highway con- 
struction program. 

For that reason we are directing our presentation to facts about 
highway construction on which highway contractors can testify from 
person al knowledge in our own businesses. 

The principal point on which highway contractors throughout the 
country can give assurance to the Congress and the public is that the 
highway contracting industry has the capacity to carry out a greatly 
expanded highway ‘construction program promptly, effic lently, eco- 
nomically, and in such a manner that the public will receive an in 
creasing value for its investment in highway construction. 

The remainder of my testimony w ill be devoted to e xplaining why 
highway contractors know that the industry has the capacity to handle 
on expanded construction program. 

But I want to emphasize that we can give you assurance that each 
year that an expanded and continuing highw: ay construction program 
is carried out in an orderly manner . the public will receive greater 
value for its investment. 

Let me start by reporting to you that construction has become the 
Nation’s largest single productive activity. Last year the amount 
G of new construction of all kinds put in place was valued at more than 

billion. Maintenance and repair operations brought the total 
\ tales of construction to S52 billion. 

This represented about 15 percent of the gross national product, 
and the industry directly and indirectly provided jobs for 17 percent 
of the gainfully employed. 

All types of new highway, road and street construction last year 
were valued at only $3.5 billion, or less than 10 percent of the total vol- 
ume of new construction of all kinds. 

According to a survey conducted by our association earlier this 
month there are more contractors with excess capacity competing more 
vigorously for the work coming on the market than at any time in the 
memory of most of those in the industry. 

Even though the industry is operating at the highest level in history, 
members of the association reported in the survey that contractors 
throughout the country have excess capacity and are engaging in the 
keenest of competition for a share of the new projects for which con- 
tracts are being awarded. 

For the reason that these conditions prevail during the year which 
will be the 10th consective one in which the industry will establish a 
new all-time record for the amount of construction put in place, we 
believe that highway contractors can give assurance to you that they 
will have the capacity to carry out an expanded highway construe- 
tion program promptly and with increasing efficiency. 

Senator Busn. This association has to do with general contractors, 
regardless of whether they are road builders or whatever; it is a broad 
organization, is it not? 

Mr. Koss. Senator, we have the national organization, and we have 
120 local chapters. The association is carried out through three di- 
visions: 1 for highway construction; 1 for building construction; and 

| for heavy construction work. So, we cover all phases of construc- 
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tion work, and roughly over a third of our members are engaged in 
highway work. 

Senator Busu. So the $37 billion tigure that you mentioned just a 
moment ago applies to all types ef construction, and not just to high 
way construction, is that correct 4 

Mr. Koss. That is correct. 

Senator Busy. All right. 

Senator Gore. In that connection, as to this matter of the contra 
rap capacity, T want you to put emphasis on that because, as 1 see 

. the need for additional highways of all categories is almost un 
limited. 

I think we have two limiting factors, which this committee must 
consider: One is the amount which we can afford to spend on high 
ways, considering the demands, and needs for all categories; and sec 
ond, the amount of the demand we can place upon contracting equip 
ment and facilities and building materials without inflating the price 
to the point where we will be given less roads for our dollars; and it 
is to that point that 1 would like for you to direct your testimony. 

Mr. Foss. Yes, sir. Last fall when the Preside mnt’s Advi sory Com 
mittee on a National Highway Program was holding hearings to 
secure information for its report, the A. G. C. conducted a survey of 
its highway chapters on the capacity of their members to handle an 
expanded volume of work in 2 years and in 5 years. 

The majority of chapters reported that their members could double 
the volume of their work in 2 years. Some responded that the con 
tractors could immediately double their volume with the supervisor) 
personnel and equipment already at hand. 

As to increase of capac ity in} years, the majority replied that the 
contractors operating in the States could—if they knew that a con 
tinuing program would be carried out—increase their capacity to 400 
percent of the present. 

Many contractors who now do not normally engage in highway con 
struction also have pointed out that if there is a significant increase 
in this type of construction they will enter the field. 

These are some of the reasons why those of us in the industry have 
no question in our minds of the ability of the highway contracting 
industry to expand its capacity quickly, and to handle an increasing 
volume of highway construction with increasing efficiency. 

Senator Hruska. When you speak of increasing your capacity, 
doubling it, and then probably increasing it to 400 percent, does that 
take into account the materials available as well as services in that 
connection ¢ | 

Mr. Koss. That would be true. However, my statement referred 
only to the contractors’ own plants. That is his equipment and his 
personnel, The area! situation I will touch on a little later. 

Senator Gore. T don’t mean to interrupt you, but let us just make 
this informal and get all the information we can. 

Senator Hruska. Surely. 

Senator Gore. When you say increase the capacity 400 percent. 
I know you are referring to a great demand over a 5-year period. 
How much could you increase it next year and the second year? 

Mr. Koss. Right at the moment, I would say that the majority of 
our highway contractors are operating at about half of their capacity ; 
that is, at the present time. 
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I think that most highway contractors are suffering from lack of 
work rather than having too much; so I would say that we could 
handle twice the work that we are now handling. 

Senator Gore. Without inflating the price ‘ 

Mr. Koss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. What about the following vear? How much do you 
think it could be stepped up the second year? 

Mr. Koss. The second year it could be increased, and by the time 
that we reach the five years, we could quadruple it. 

The reason that the continuing program comes in is that, for ex- 
ample, my own case, Iam a highway contractor. 

if I know that there is a market for my activity, my organization, 
2.3, 4 or 5 years ahead, I will go out and make the necessary expend- 
iture; but if there is no assurance that there is a continuing program, I 
am going to become conservative and say, | know I can use it this 
year, but next year the program may “a ol in half and there I am 
sitting with all that equipment. Iam taking a risk; I am not assured 
of any future market. 

Senator Gore. If you were to expand with an assured need and 
an opportunity for your firm to engage in construction, you would 
go out and buy bulldozers and draglines, trucks and mixers, and other 
equipment, 

Mr. Koss. That is right. 

Senator Gorr. Suppose almost all other road contractors are doing 
the same thing. What about the availability of heavy construction 
equipment. 

Mr. Koss. Right at the moment, and I think this will continue to 
be correct, the heavy equipment business is almost like the automobile 
business. There are just a lot more machines being produced than are 
being readily sold. 

Senator Bus. Do you think it is an anticipation of the possibilities 
implicit i in this legislation ? 

Mr. Koss. Like every other manufacturer, whether it is washing 
machines or TV sets, they can turn their equipment out, they can 
get their materials, and it is very, very competitive. 

Senator Gore. They are all optimistic and produce more than they 
have sold and expect to put the pressure on the salesmen to get them 
moving. 

Mr. Koss. Possibly. 

Senator Gorr. You have said that the construction industry could 
double its capacity in the first year. 

Mr. Koss. Yes, and available this coming summer I think that our 
industry could handle about twice the amount of work that we did 
last year. 

Senator Gore. You then gave as an estimate that at the end of the 
fifth year, you could increase about 400 percent ? 

Mr. Koss. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Gore. What about the second year and the third year? 

Mr. Koss. I would say that in the second and the third year, we 
would probably contemplate up to 400 percent in that time. ‘We 
probably could, because the equipment is available. 

Senator Gore. Do you mean to say that you could put together 
your organization in the second and third year to increase construction 
capacity 400 percent? 
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Mr. Koss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Whiat you mean to say is that you could put together 
your organization, and could handle the construction work if you 
could vet the equipment 4 

Mr. Koss. I do not think there is any question about getting the 
equipment, I am ver ¥V sincere on that. 

Senator Gore. Do you mean to give us the impression that if the 
whole highway construction industry undertook in 2 years to in 
crease their capacity by 4 times, that there would be no difficulty 
in obtaining equipment you needed / 

Mr. Koss That is my opinion; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do not healt ate to ask any questions that you wish, 
Senator. We are just having an informal session. 

Senator McNamara. I will. 

Mr. Koss. Previously you have heard me refer to the fact that an 
expanding highway construction program can be carried out with 
increased efficiency so that the public continuously will receive greater 
value for its investment in highway construction. I have said that 
mr three principal reasons: 

Highway costs already are low in comparison with the cost of 
oth services and commodities. 

The keenest of competition now is prevailing in highway con- 
struction and will continue to prevail, which means that contractors 
will have to continue to improve on their efficiency in order to stay 
in business. 

The AGC and other segments of the highway construction in- 
dustry and Federal and State highway departments are cooperating 
in practical means of making highw ay construction more economical. 

Highway construction costs are alre: ady low, and have been declin- 
ing since 1952, and I would like to go into that subject for just a 
moment, sir. 

Senator Gore. Just a moment. I do not believe that we have thus 
far scheduled anyone to testify before this committee to give us an 
accurate estimate of the availability of heavy construction equipment. 

Would you be able to suggest, or would someone in the room be able 
to suggest parties, who could give us the facts on that ? 

Mr. Koss. Yes, we can get that information for you. 

Senator Gore. Will you confer with some of your colleagues after 
the meeting and give that to me or the clerk of the committee, an 
indication as to how we might get that information. 

I think one of the real limiting factors is this: we do not want. to 
overdo it so that the taxpayers will not get their full value in roads 
for their money. We need some really reliable information on that 
point. 

Mr. Koss. I can get that information for you, sir. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Mr. Koss. I would say, sir, as a buyer of construction equipment, 
that there certainly isa lot of it on the market for sale. 

To give you an example, without delaying this, the problem of used 
construction equipment is almost as acute as the problem of disposing 
of used cars. You have probably driven by dealers who handle heavy 
equipment, and the yards were full of used equipment. 

Senator Gorr. Would you say the problem of using it is analogous, 
too ? 
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(There was no response to the question.) 

Senator McNamara. What is the cement situation? Would that 
be uureasonable to ask at that point, Mr. Chairman / 

Senator Gore. No, sir. 

Senator McNamara. There was a considerable shortage last year. 
Has that improved ¢ 

Mr. Koss. The cement industry is increasing, and has increased its 
capacity tremendously. Three or four years ago I had trouble getting 
cement. Last year it wasn’t so difficult. 

You had a strike in the East which made it acute, but in the area 
where we are working, the mills are putting in additional kilns and 
additional storing capacity, and there again you are in the position if 
they can see a continuing program, then they will expand their capac- 
ity even more. 

This idea of continuity is awfully important and knowing where 
you are going. 

Senator Gore. Can they expand enough within a reasonable cost to 
supply the materials for a construction program 4 times as large as 
the present one in a 2-year period ? 

Mr. Koss. I would prefer to have someone of that industry answer 
that. Ihave my own thoughts on it, but I prefer to have them do it, sir. 

The Bureau of Public Roads C omposite Mile Price Index, based on 
the unit costs of highway construction with the average for 1946 equal- 
ing 100, was at 136.6 in 1952. The next year it dropped to 134.6 and in 
1954 it dropped still more to 127.1. 

I would like to interpolate there that from the year 1946 to 1954, 
the volume of highway work was increased ; but in spite of or because 
of that increased volume, as these figures show, the unit price continued 
to decline. 

It is kind of like selling frozen orange juice. The more you seem to 
make, the more you sell, the lower the price gets, and that is true in 
highway construction work. 

Thus, while there have been continued wage increases and no declines 
in prices for materials and equipment, contractors’ bid prices have been 
declining during the past 8 years through the pressure of competition. 

The Bureau of Public Roads also reports that much work is being 
awarded below the engineers’ estimates. The national monthly aver- 
age of bids for Feder al-aid work last year was from 9.4 percent to 13.1 
percent below them. 

In the industry we are proud of the fact that for many years we 
have been making great improvements in highway constr uction. Con- 
tinued research ; ‘improv ements in contract documents, administrative 
procedures, and specifications ; new machinery ; new methods; and the 
force of competition have continuously been bringing about more effi- 
cient operations so that the public can afford the improvements it 
wants. 

We all recognize that a mile of highway costs more now than it did 
formerly because it is wider, thicker, straighter, requires more land, 
and there are more structures such as bridges. 

But we in the industry take pride in the fact that the unit costs for 
grading, paving, and other operations makes the dollar invested in 
highway construction one of the best investments in America 
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Senator Gore. What do you think would happen to these figures 
that you have submitted and to this trend that you have depicted 
thereby if we stepped up our construction program 400 percent / 

Mr. Koss. You would have two things h: appening: first, it is that 
our business now would increase in capacity and production; secondly, 
you would have a lot of new firms entering the business. 

Senator Gort. Many of them use used equipment, do they not / 

Mr. Koss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Would that not make the cost larger / 

Mr. Koss. That would be pretty hard to say. I would say it would 
depend on the operator. Some operators do a good job with old 
sane some operators with new equipment do not clo such a good 


job 


; so there we are dealing with individual capacities and abilities. 
Senator Gort. The overall result would be what in your opinion ‘ 
Mr. Koss. The overall result would be we would have increasing 

production from those in the business, and we would have new aaa 

in the business. In 1953, for example, there were 10,000 new contrac 
tors in the business, more new people in the business than any othe: 
time before in the country. 

Senator Hruska. Did some others go out of business / 

Mr. Koss. Yes, some dropped out during that period. The cas 
ualty rate is not as bad as the restaurant business, but we do have 
that situation. 

Senator Gore. If in a 2-year period, we stepped up the construc ti lon 
program 400 percent, what in your opinion would happen to costs 

Mr. Koss. I would say that the bid prices would not increase. | 
assume that the rest of the economic picture remains the same. Obvyi 
ously if you are in a period of big inflation, highway costs would go 
up with it; but, assuming that the national economy will be the same, 
then your bid prices will not be greater than they are today. 

Senator Gore. You think then, to summarize your statement, that 
the construction industry for the first year could double its capacity 
without increasing costs / 

Mr. Koss. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. You think in the second year it can step it up to 400 
percent without increasing the cost / 

Mr. Koss. Yes, but I] would rather you would say 2 or 3 years. 

Senator Gore. I thought you would probably want a little more 
progression time. 

Mr. Koss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Very well, proceed. 

Mr. Koss. As I have suggested previously, one of the strongest 
forces working toward increased efficienc ‘vy in highway construction 
is the continued keen competition among highway contractors for the 
new projects coming on the market. 

During 1955 and in the foreseeable future, there will be the keenest 
of competition in the award of highway construction projects, accord- 
ing to a survey conducted by our association earlier this month. 

Of those responding to the survey, 81 percent expected a continued 
increase in competition during the next 6 months, while 19 percent 
expected no change in the situation which already was intense. 

Tabulations of the Bureau of P ublic Roads show that the average 
number of bidders on Federal-aid projects has increased from 3.) in 
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1946 to 6.7 in 1954. We would foresee no significant decrease in 
the number of bidders in a substantially expanded program. 

I might say, gentlemen, on the jobs on which I have submitted pro 
posals so far in 1955, that there are even more bidders per job so far 
this year than we had last year; so that it is apparent and has been 
apparent since 1946, that eac a year we are getting more bidders per 
job, which means that there are more contractors who could handle 
more work. 

Senator Gorr. Have you found any reluctance on the part of sue 
cessful bidders of Federal-aid projects to comply with the provision 
which this committee wrote into the law last year which requires a 
contractor to submit an affidavit that they had not participated in 
collusion or other such attempts ¢ 

Mr. Koss. No, they have all signed it. 

Senator Gore. Do you think it ‘has had salutar vy effects / 

Mr. Koss. Senator, I can only speak for myself. T have no objec- 
tion to signing it, because 1 would have done the same thing anyway. 

Senator Gore. Fine. I hope they all feel the same way. 

Mr. Koss. On the third point of why we believe that there will be 
constantly increasing efliciency during an expanded highway con- 
struction program, | would like to mention very briefly a few of the 
steps which the AGC is taking in cooperation with others to bring 
this about. 

AGC chapters and the national association have been working with 
the American Society of Civil Engineers, the American Society for 
Engineering Education, and the American Association of State High- 
way Officials for the improvement of the education of young engineers, 
their early training, and their professional employment so that there 
will be an adequate number of well-trained engineers to design pro- 
jects and to administer construction programs. 

Through a national cooperative committee of the AGC and the 
American Association of State Highway Officials, and through local 
committees of State highway departments and: AGC chapters, many 
practical steps have been taken for improvements in specifications, 
design, contract documents, administrative procedures, and construc- 
tion practices which already are saving the public millions of dollars 
in highway costs. 

We mention these only as samples of the benefits which will be 
reaped by an expanded construction program from the work which 
this association and many others have undertaken to improve highway 
construction operations in a spirit of public service. 

I would like to touch briefly on reasons why highway contractors 
believe that those factors which might have limited an expanded 
highway program are being met. 

The factor most generally recognized by contractors is the possible 
shortage of engineers to design projects and administer the construc- 
tion program. As I have indicated previously, our national associa- 
tion, its chapters and others are taking active steps to attract greater 
numbers of engineers to professions in highway design, administra- 
tion, and construction. 

We believe that a strong stimulus to engineers entering highway 
departments and contracting organizations ‘will be the assurance that 
there will be a large, continuing highway construction program. 
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1 would like to interpolate right there the fact that if you are a 
young man and you were going into the engineering profession, I think 
most t of us would select that phas e of engineering which seemed to 
have the best future. 

If the highway program is increased one year and cut back the 
next year and so forth, the young man will say that industry may 
have a peak year once in a while, but there is no future in it. 

If we can show these younger men that there is a future in construc 
tion for the next 5 or 10 years, those young men will enter that phase 
of engineering. 

One of our troubles right now is that a few years back they could 
not see the future in highway work. 

As to machinery and equipment, committees of our association have 
discussed this with committees of manufacturers and distributors and 
we can foresee no problems. Even with construction at its highest 
level in history, production is well below capacity and manufacturers 
and dealers are competing keenly to make sales. 

We do not wish to speak for the producers of materials, but we do 
not foresee any future shortages which would inpede an expanded 
highway construction program. The best guaranty of an adequacy of 
materials is the assurance that there will be a continuing highway 
construction program carried out on an orderly basis. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean by an orderly basis? 

Mr. Koss. By orderly basis I would say this: That if we had + 
highway program of X dollars per year, and it could be assured th: at 
that program or an increased program would be carried out for the 
next 5 or 10 years, then we could all make our plans accordingly, 
and these young engineering students would enter the highway engi- 
neering field. 

Senator Gore. You recommend then that the Congress abandon 
the 2-year program and have a minimum of a 5-year program ! 

Mr. Koss. That would be very helpful. 

Senator Gorr. Would you also suggest to this committee that we 
consider a setup in this program that would be a progressive one, or 
should we write it all into the first year and the second year and go 
boom ? 

Mr. Koss. I would say that it would be better if there was a substan- 
tial increase from the present program, say, double the present pro- 
gram. Then after you have doubled it then increase it each year ina 
lesser amount. 

Senator Gore. Would you suggest doubling it for the first 2 years, 
and then perhaps doubling again for the next 2 years? 

Mr. Koss. That would be fine. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamar: 

Senator McNamara. I just wanted to go back a little. and I think 
maybe I had better wait until he finishes his statement. 

Senator Gore. You had not finished your statement / 

Mr. Koss. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. Very well,sir. I thought you had finished. 

Mr. Koss. As contractors who have practical experience in highway 
construction, and as taxpayers who have a direct interest in the expen- 
diture of public funds with a maximum of economy, we would like to 
make the following recommendations : 
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1. National and State highway construction programs should be 
established on a continuing basis, preferably for a period as long as 
10 years, and should be arried out in an order ly manner at a known 
rate in each of the years. 

Contracting organizations, if they can count on a construction pro- 
gram of a known size each year, can afford to secure the trained per- 
sonnel and equipment which will make for the maximum in efficiency 
and economical operations. 

They cannot achieve the same efficiency if they must build up an 
organization quickly for a big program one year, and: tear it down 
again because of a small program the following year. Continuity of 
work brings about increasing efficiency. 

2. Steps should be taken for adequate provisions for the purchase of 

right-of-way well in advance of construction. 

For maximum efficiency in construction land must be available be- 
fore the contract is awarded. It is costly both to the public and to 
contractors if operations must be suspended while land is secured. 

An expanded construction program should be administered 
hecuih present channels of the Bureau of Public Roads and State 
highway departments. 

The Bureau has served as a valuable medium for uniformity in 
standards to be followed by States in administering construction pro- 
grams. The State highway departments are experienced in adminis- 
tering construction programs, and coordinate the work within the 
States. We believe that a departure from this traditional procedure 
a lead to confusion and extra expense. 

The expanded program should be carried out under the contract 
a which safeguards the expenditure of public funds, with con- 
tracts awarded to the lowest responsible bidder after public adver- 
tisement. 

Since 1946 about 99 percent of the $7.5 billion in Federal-aid high- 
way construction put mn place throughout the country was done by 
contract. This experience demonstrates the effectiveness of construc- 
tion by contract. 

In conclusion, I wish to give you again, on behalf of the highway 
contracting industry, our assurance that the industry can carry out the 
largest proposed expanded highway construction program promptly, 
economically, and with e onstantly i increasing efficiency. 

Continued improvements in the industry’s operations and the con- 
tinued keen competition between contractors are powerful forces 
which will be making the public’s investment in highway construction 
jncreasinngly more v: ‘aluable. 

Senator Gorr. The committee appreciates your willingness to give 
it the benefit of your practical experience. You have made a very 
fine witness. I will have, of course, one or two questions, and the 
other Senators will undoubtedly have some. 

The committee has before it two bills, one—I hope this is not an 
unfair description—a sort of crash program on the Interstate System : 
the other proposes an approximate doubling of the present program 
on all categories of highways taken together. 

What would be the effect upon the contracting industry of a crash 
program even on a 10-year basis, and then cutting it off, if the money 
were to be obligated for the follow ing 20 years / 
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Mr. Koss. I think that is somewhat a matter of policy, Senator. 
Frankly, as far as the contractor is concerned, we use the same equip- 
ment, the same personnel, the same techniques on a road, whether it 
is a primary road or an interstate road or a high type secondary road. 
Even to go further, and take my point, | happen to be in the concrete- 
paving business. I can change with no delay, for example, from air- 
port work to highway work. I can change from a regular highway 
work toa dual road, Interstate, or what not. 

It makes no difference, Senator Gore. I think you wanted a frank 
answer. 

Senator Gore. Yes, you have been giving us some frank answers, and 
we appreciate it. 

Mr. Koss. It makes no difference as to what particular type I am 
on. What I am getting at is whether it is in the primary system 
or the Interstate System, a dual-lane road or a single lane, my people 
in the field can do it. 

Senator Hruska. Would that flexibility extend to reclamation 
projects—dams and so forth—and all that sort of thing / 

Mr. Koss. No, sir. 1 am speaking of the typical highway con- 
tractor who is a specialist in some phase of the work. He is a 
grading contractor, a bridge contractor, or a paving contractor. 

Some do all, but, generally speaking, we are specialists In our 
particular type. Then we have subcontractors who do the phase 
that we dont do, or the State may separate the contracts and award 
u separate contract for the grading, and a separate contract for the 
bridges, and a separate contract for the paving. 

Senator Gore. Do you think that the primary urban and secondary 
roads could meet the needs of the traffic, the deterioration and the 
obsolescence of the next 30 years with the present level of expendi- 
tures ¢ 

Mr. Koss. No; you are losing ground. I know no more about that 
than you men who travel over the highways, but as we are going at 
the moment, I think it is obvious that we are losing ground. 

Senator Gore. That is one thing that has disturbed me very much. 
S. 1160 would, it appears, peg the amount of money for primary 
urban and secondary of money at the present level, because it would 
appropriate all funds above the present level—$75 million less than 
the present level—for the Interstate System. 

I do not want to leave you under the impression that I am frightened 
at the challenge of building roads. It is a staggering demand on our 
economy. 

Mr. Koss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. But | have felt that we had to look at our trans 
portation problem as a whole, and do all we could afford to do 
the most economic and equitable manner possible. Would you agree 
with that? 

Mr. Koss. Yes: [ would agree with it. 1 would also think, Senator, 
that we will never get the job done by taking it away from this par- 
ticular type of work in order to increase another type of work. 

The whole highway system is so related, one part dependent upon 
the other, that I think all of them need attention. All of them need 
more funds. 

Senator Gore. I would like to ask more questions, but I will desist 
in consideration of my colleagues. 

61030—55——13 
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Mr. McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I was interested in the figure show- 
ing the decline of cost of construction over the last several years, 
and I notice that the witness attributes that entirely to the pressure 
of competition. Have you not had considerable technological im- 
provement in your methods of road construction in that period / 

Mr. Koss. Yes; I see what you are getting at, Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Do you not think that a great deal of this de- 
cline in prices is attributable to this improvement and less labor 

Mr. Koss. In the long run, it is obvious that you just cannot keep 
in business by being lower than your competitor each time, so what 
you have to do and what we have done is increase our production, 
and that is the real reason for the unit cost. 

For example, in my own business, a mile of concrete paving per week 
per outfit used to be the standard. Now we have cut that ‘down to a 
mile in 214 days a week. 

Senator McNamara. And generally it is with less labor because of 
improvement in your equipment to handle it, is that not so! 

Mr. Koss. Yes. 

Senator McNamara. In the last part of your statement, you make 
the statement that the award should be to the lowest responsible bid- 
der. The question of yardsticks is involved in who is the lowest re- 
sponsible bidder. 

The question of judging the status of responsible people in the busi- 
hess is very difficult for a Government agency to determine after the 
bids are received; that is, to determine that the low bidder is not a 
reliable contractor. 

Therefore, should not this determination be made prior to putting 
these people on the eligible list and authorizing them to bid? What 
is your thinking on that / 

Mr. Koss. I am glad you brought that up. I cannot speak for all 
the highway departments or commissions in the country, but the great 
majority of the highway departments and commissions have what we 
call prequalification. 

In other words, I bid in about five States: and in each one of those 
States I have to submit my experience record, my financial statement, 
the amount of equipment T have on hand, and they take those facts and 
say. Mr. Koss, you are entitled to “X” dollars per year for construc- 
tion work. 

When I reach that figure, I can no longer submit a bid in that yea 
As a contractor, I feel very strongly that the determination should ‘a 
made before the proposal is mi: ude: and, if after the bid is submitted, 
he is ma low bidder, then he should have the award. 

But, I do think in coming years it will be necessary to have this pre- 
qualification. I think your State of Tennessee has that. 

Senator McNamara. I think it is most unfair to allow a contractor 
to take plans and specifications and figure the job, put the money into 
it to figure the job, and then rule that ‘he is not qualified to do the job. 
I believe that our committee should be concerned with the 5 yardstick 
involved in this question here. 

Mr. Koss. Actually, when we bid on these jobs, we put up a guar- 
anty of 5 percent or 10 percent of our bid. I know of no cases, and I 
might not know all of them, of course—but I have been bidding this 
work for 20 years, and IT know of no cases in which the contr actor's 
low bid has been rejected. 
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In other words, it has been predete ‘rmined whether he should have 
the proposal or not. He has put up his guaranty deposit. The 
awards are made, almost without exception, to the lowest bidder. 

Senator McNamara. In some parts of the country, there have been 
questions at least, because we wind up having to do business with the 
bonding company, and then there is delay in the case of the contractor 
getting off the job and the bonding company getting somebody else 
to finish it. Wedo not want to get some body else i in there. 

Mr. Koss. Actually, our casui alty rate is excellent. I think the Dun 
& Bradstreet figure show many industries have a higher casualty 
figure than the construction industry. 

Senator McNamara. I was t: king about the construction industry 
generally, because you were using the terms in that manner. IT am 
not so sure there is a difference in the rate of the construction industry 
generally and the roadbuilders. 

Referring again to your phrase that the contract should go to the 
lowest, responsible bidder, you indicate in your next remarks that 
that isn’t important, so we have to take it one way or another. You 
say that generally these people are responsible, and we do not need 
to worry ‘about that, Mr. Koss? 

Mr. Koss. Senator, I represent the Associated General Contractors. 
We have about 6,500 members. I hope that those 6,500 members are 
responsible contractors, and in our membership we attempt to have as 
members contractors who are responsible, who are not the type that 
is referred to on the street generally as “gypoes.” We hope that we 
do not have those in our association. 

Senator McNamara, I was asking about contractors in general, but 
not particularly members of your association. They are not all mem- 
bers of your association, or do you have 100 percent membership / 

Mr. Koss. No, sir; I cannot tell you how many contractors there are 
in the United States. We have over 6,500. We do represent between 
80 and 90 percent of the volume of all contract work that is done 
in this country. 

Senator McNamara. You do agree that the determination should 
be made in advance of their sending in their estimate ? 

Mr. Koss. That is correct, and most State highway departments 
do have what I call prequalification. 

Senator Gore. Will you let me ask one question there, Senator 
McNamara ? 

Senator McNamara. That is the point I wanted to make. 

Senator Gore. How restrictive is that prequalification? I think 
Senator McNamara has opened up a field that the, committee may 
want, to look into it. 

Mr. Koss. All right, sir. 

Senator Gore. In any States are there restrictions which exclude 
contractors for other than competence and reliability ¢ 

Mr. Koss. None that I know of, sir. I bid in a great many States, 
and let us take my own case as an example.. I send the same financial. 
statement, the same equipment list, and the same experience list to 
all of the highway departments, in which I am interested in bidding. 

They make a determination as to my qualifications purely on the 
basis of the figures that I submitted, not because I happened to live in 
Polk County, lowa, nor because my name happens to be Koss; but 
there are the figures, they use a formula. 
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Regardless of who is presenting the information, that formula is 
used to determine the qualificat ions of a contractor. 

Senator Gore. You have had no trouble? 

Mr. Koss. No. 

Senator Gore. Do any of you gentlemen have any further questions 
of Mr. Koss ¢ 

(There was a negative response. ) 

Senator Gore. The committee thanks vou very much. You have 
made a very helpful statement, and have provided the committee with 
some answers, at least to some questions, that will trouble this com- 
mittee as we consider this legislation. 

Mr. Koss. Thank you. I appreciate the opportunity of being able 
to appear before you. 

Senator Gore. The committee will next hear the very distinguished 
mayor from the capital city of Tennessee, the Honorable Ben West. 

I have the honor of intreducing to the committee the mayor of 
Nashville, Tenn., Hon. Ben West, chairman of the committee on high- 
ways of the American Municipal Association, and he is testifying in 
the latter capacity as well as in his capacity as mayor of Nashville. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BEN WEST, MAYOR OF NASHVILLE, TENN., 
AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON HIGHWAYS, THE AMERICAN 
MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mayor West. I am Ben West, mavor of Nashville, Tenn. I am 
chairman of the highway committee of the American Municipal Asso- 
ciation which is the national organization representing 12,000 munic- 
ipalities in 44 States, including the Tennessee Municipal League. 

I should like to say at the outset that the mayors and the members of 
the policy-determining governing bodies of the 12,000 municipalities 
represented in the American Municipal Association for whom I am 
speaking are representative of all shades of political thinking in both 
the great national political parties, and many of them are elected in 
nonpartisan elections. 

North, South, East, or West, these elected officials representing the 
level of government that is closest to the everyday lives of the people 
are vitally interested in an improved national highway program. It is 
our opinion that such a program should be removed from political 
considerations and should be approached strictly from the standpoint 
of what is best for the welfare of the Nation. 

It is, therefore, with some concern that we read press dispatches to 
the effect that Senate bill 1048 by Senator Gore of my home State of 
Tennessee is the “Democratic answer to President Eisenhower's multi- 
billion-dollar highway program.” 

We do not believe that the national highway program should be 
either a Democratic or a Republican program, but should be a na- 
tional effort without regard to politics. Knowing my good friend 
Senator Gore who is from my home State, I am sure he agrees with 
this position. 

Senator Gore. Thoroughly. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, while we have a slight inter- 
ruption here, I think we should have the other distinguished repre- 
sentative of the association introduced for the record. He happens to 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 193 


be from my home State, and my heome city, and I certainly don't 
think I should sit here and not give recognition to him. 

Senator Gore. Will you introduce him, please, Senator ‘ 

Senator McNamara. I think the representative of the association 
should introduce Mr. Richards properly. 

Mayor West. Senator Gore, and gentlemen of the committee, it is 
my pleasure to present to you the Honorable Glenn Richards, director 
of public works of the great city of Detroit, who is the vice chairman 
of the American Municipal Association Highway Committee. 

Mr. Ricnarps. It is a pleasure to be here today, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, sir. We are very glad to have you. 
Your junior Senator is attending regularly the sessions of this com- 
mittee, and as you see this morning, asks some penetrating questions. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I am sure he will. 

Mayor West. At the 31st Annual American Municipal Congress in 
Philadelphia, December 1, 1954, the following resolution was adopted : 

Whereas the provision of an integrated national system of modern highways 
is essential to the continued prosperity of this Nation ; and 

Whereas the construction of the urban portion of such a system of highways 
at this time can serve to strengthen the economy of all centers of employment 
and production ; and 

Whereas cities alone or together in partnership with State highway programs 
can no longer cope with expanding traffic demands: Now therefore be it 

Resolved by the 31st Annual American Municipal Congress meeting in Phila 
delphia on December 1, 1954, That full endorsement be given to the new Federal 
highway program outlined by General Clay, and that assurance of full support be 
given to the President of the United States that this organization will do its 
utmost to aid in securing the passage of Federal legislation embodying this 
program at the next session of Congress, and that the policy statement adopted 
at the Philadelphia Congress of the American Municipal Association be directed 
to the Congress. 


I take this means of carrying out the instructions of that resolution 
by presenting to the Congress through this committee the policy state- 
ments referred to, which 1s quoted as follows: 


The American Municipal Association, representing 12,000 municipalities in 44 
States, supports the President’s “grand plan” for improving the Nation’s high- 
ways. Examination of the needs shows the most serious deficiencies to be in 
and around municipalities. 

The most pressing problems and the areas of greatest neglect are on the 
Interstate Highway System with expressways and important major arterial 
streets to that system. This is particularly true in the urban areas. We there- 
fore recommend strong concentration on improving the Interstate System in- 
cluding the urban links thereon. These needs cannot be met on a pay-as-you-go 
basis because of the financial inability of States to match additional Federal 
funds from current revenues. 

National survival dictates the necessity for concentrating on the Interstate 
System, which moves the bulk of the material and men which use the highways 
in time of national emergency. It is now Federal policy to evacuate our major 
population areas in the event of threatened or actual enemy attack. The present 
system of ingress and egress roads to and from our municipalities is the most 
congested and inadequate portion of the Interstate System. An evacuation 
policy that depends on these present roads for fulfillment will fall far short of 
the goal and resuit in millions of additional casualties. Any attempt to dis- 
charge free-flowing evacuation traffic from municipalities onto the present sys- 
tem of streets and roads will cause confusion and delay in exit from target 
areas and entrance to the smaller cities and towns of support areas. For this 
purpose the construction of adequate evacuation routes consisting of express- 
ways and important arterial streets and roads thereto is as much a Federal 
responsibility as it is a local one. 

On the National System of Interstate Highways the American Municipal 
Association believes that the Federal share of participation could well be in- 











194 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


creased to 80 percent or even 100 percent of the total cost, including purchase 
of rights-of-way through urban areas. 

The American Municipal Association believes that interstate highways are a 
capital asset which are properly paid for by capitalization because they lend 
themselves to long-term financing. To protect the investment in such roads, con- 
trolled access provisions should be made available for application where traffic 
conditions warrant them. Capitalization of our road-improvement program 
offers the best method of speeding up the program to meet today’s traffic need 
and the estimated demands of the next generation. 

If the urgent needs set forth in the Clay report are to be met within 
a reasonable period of time, the States ‘and localities will be faced 
with a necessity for a stepped-up program for that share of the total 
which comes under their Jurisdiction. 

To achieve that, they must not only conserve their present funds for 
that purpose, but they will have to increase them. 

The Gore proposal will not meet that condition. Instead, by the 
continuance of a 6626-3314 matching provision for the interstate 
improvement, the States sont localities will be forced to take urgently 
needed funds from other work, in order to match Federal funds for 
those roads which, primarily, are the responsibility of the Federal 
Government. 

Further, since the Gore proposal would require current funds from 
the Federal Government in excess of those now allocated to highways 
in the Federal Budget, inevitably they would require increased taxes 
at the Federal level which would further strain the States’ ability to 
raise taxes for their own road needs. 

The Gore bill does not recognize that the most pressing problems 
and the areas of greatest neglect are on the InterState Highway Sys- 
tem, with expressways and important major arterial streets in the 
system particularly in the urban areas. 

Finally, the expenditures for the Interstate System, even if the 
matching provisions are fully met, would take a minimum of 30 years 
for the construction of this vitally needed system. 

For all these reasons, we believe that a Federal bond issue is fully 
justified and the only practical means we can see of meeting the needs. 

Other representatives of our association will emphasize these various 
aspects. I wish to reiterate that I am speaking not only for the Amer- 
ican Municipal Association but also for the Tennessee Munic ipal 
League and for my own city of Nashville. 

I wish to thank you for the opportunity to appear here this morn- 
ing, and I shall be happy to try to answer any questions that you may 
have. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mayor West, for a very thoughtful 
statement. 

Senator Busu. I have one little question right in here, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Gore. Yes, Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Mayor, you speak about this association and 
the resolution of 12,000 municipalities and so forth, and this action 


was taken at the convention. Was there substantial agreement with 
the resolution / 

Mayor West. Pretty substantial. 

Senator Busu. Would you say it was almost unanimous or how 
would you characterize the vote / 

Mayor Wesr. I would say at least 90 percent. 
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Senator Busn. There was very little disagreement with that po 
sition ¢ 

Mayor West. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Mayor, in taking that position, did the Municipal 
League have in mind that all of the increased funds should go to the 
interstate roads and into that system of roads that is only one-seventh 
of the traffic / 

Mayor West. Yes. I am sure that was considered. We felt that 
the main difficulty was in and around the areas where population ts 
concentrated—that. is, traffic jams, and tie-ups—and that the Inte 
state System under the Clay plan would take that into consideration, 
going through or around municipalities. 

Senator Gore. Did you have in mind that S. 1160 would actually 
reduce by $75 million per year the availability of funds for urban 
roads ¢ 

Mayor West. I think it would reduce by $100 million, down to $75 
million. 

Senator Gore. I believe it is $100 million. 

Mayor Wesr. Reduced $100 nuillion, and leave $75 million, 

Senator Gore. Yes; we would reduce it from $175 million to $75 
million; that is right. 

Mayor West. Yes, sir. This bill, however, had not been drawn at 
that time, but we did have the general outline of the Clay program 
before us at that time. 

General Clay had appeared there, and had spoken and had given us 
a general outline of the proposal. However, we have looked at those 
figures since that time, we on the committee have. 

Senator Gore. In other words, the national municipal league en 
dorsed a grand plan, but not a bill, is that it? 

Mayor West. That is right. However, we on the committee have 
looked at this bill since then and have tried to study it, and while that 

reduction is in it, we felt that the bond money would give us consid- 
erable relief and would take the place of that. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond. 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Mayor, is there any question in your mind 
that this country needs a fine interstate road system traversing this 
country from east to west and north to south from the standpoint of 
promoting the national defense and interstate commerce / 

Mayor West. No, sir. 

Senator THurMonp, You do feel that it is badly needed / 

Mayor West. Yes, sir; I certainly do, and needed now. 

Senator TuurMmonp. I am just wondering if you have given any 
thought to a system of roads, of interstate roads, that would be con- 
structed east and west and north and south tr aversing every State 
for the benetit of the national defense and interstate commerce, pos: 
sibly financed by tolls, and then in addition expanding the present 
road system to take care of the local tr: affic since there is treme ondous 
congestion now around most of the municipalities and outlying areas / 

Mayor West. Senator, I do not know that I understand your ques- 
tion exactly. Do you mean toll roads set up by State action or by 
Federal ee ? 

The reason I ask that question, the reason I think it is so important, 

is that if you have a national network, if some State refuses to co- 
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operate, and you have a gap in it, you might as well not have the other, 
because you cannot get through with facility that area. 

Therefore, did you mean a State toll system or did you have in 
mind a Federal toll system ? 

Senator Tuurmonp. I had in mind a Federal statute that would 
provide the tolls to be charged as a car went from one State to another, 
since the Federal Government would play the major part in the con- 
struction of such a road. 

In other words, that road would be mainly for interstate commerce 
and national defense purposes. That would be the primary purposes. 
Then in addition, developing, expanding the present road system, 
which would help the munic ipalities and the counties and the States 
otherwise. 

In fact, do we not have a need for both? Is not the situation such 
that if we went out here to attempt to build this interstate road system 
east to west and north to south, let us take, for instance, the cost or 
rights-of-way, traflic trying to follow the old road system, of trying 
to widen the old road or building another lane to make it a dual jane, 
by virtue of commercial establishments and homes along those high- 
ways how, whereas if we went out into a virgin section and made these 
roads straighter and safer and avoided the nec essity of purchasing 
the property along the old roads there would be a great saving in the 
cost of construc tion, would there not ¢ 

Mayor Wesr. I think so, and as you get into the population centers, 
the cost of acquisition of rights-of-way is just tremendous. 

Senator THurMonp. It is almost prohibitive, is it not ? 

Mayor West. It certainly is. The further reason I asked that ques- 
tion about Federal toll roads or State toll road is: cities have had dif_i- 
culties forever about road funds, starting with the lowest municipal 
level. 

For instance, in my own city of Nashville, which is the county seat, 
Davidson County levies a general road tax on all 16 civil districts, in- 
cluding the first civil district, which is the ¢ ity of Nashville. 

That road tax produces several hundred thousand dollars. Over 
half of that tax is produced by the taxpayers of the first civil district ; 
yet when the county court goes to spend that money, it spends it in 
nll other 15 civil districts, and doesn't spend a dime in the first civil 
district. 

The counties in Tennessee for many, many years have taken 2 cents 
of the State’s 7-cent gasoline tax. When Davidson County goes to get 
its share, it computes out the city of Nashville’s population area, road 
inileage, and so forth, whatever the factors are, and determines the 
county's tax. 

Then the money is collected from the State: and when they get that 
money in, again not a dime of it is spent in the first district, w hich pro- 
vided the population factor upon which it collected. That is a result 
of a rural-dominated legislature, gentlemen. 

I believe that most of the legislatures of the States in this country 
are rural-dominated. We have in our constitution a provision that 
the State is to be redistricted every 10 years, after the census. It has 
not been redistricted since 1900. 

We have one county, Anderson County, in East Tennessee which 
has a population of 60,000. They do not even have a direct repre- 
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sentation. We have another county, Moore County, that has 2,000 
people, and they have a direct representative. 

So, you see that situation which obtains in Tennessee, and I have 
talked to mayors throughout the length and breadth of the land, and 
the net result is that municipalities do not get any of the local road 
money from the county. 

We have had tremendous difficulties with the States too. The 
municipalities in Tennessee have just won a victory getting | cent of 
the State gasoline tax returned on the basis of population to the 
cities. A lot of other States do not do that. So, when it comes to 
getting road funds, the municipalities, where the funds are really 
needed, to move people in and out and all around, we are just lost. 

We have raised our street funds by real-estate taxes really through- 
out the years, and we think that is bad. We feel that if the legislation 
presently before the Congress puts it back into the States, we are 
going to be lost balls in the high weeds, because we cannot get enough 
money to take care of that tremendous load of cost of acquisition of 
rights-of-way. We just cannot do it. 

Senator Tuurmonp. In order to get a top road system, an inter 
state road system throughout this country of the kind I just men 
tioned to you, is it your opinion it would be better to just start from 
seratch and build it out from the city and not try to follow the old 
road system, from the standpoint of economy and efliciency and com- 
pletion of the system ¢ 

Mayor West. Yes, sir; I certainly believe that. Around our own 
city we have 10 State highways coming into the city. The Bureau of 
Public Roads engineers have tentatively laid out how this proposed 
Interstate System, which really is an intercity system, you might con- 
sider it because it joins all the big cities, if you look at the map—they 
have got it down to where there are five major highways. 

They join the existing highways farther out, and are bringing the 
traffic in on one brand new proposed highway from each direction. 
They are taking those highways under their tentative plan through 
new territory, and we have retained some engineers in New York to 
plan for us a beltline which will connect these new Federal highways 
to get the people around our city. 

We have a central city problem as all the cities do. In our central 
city we have a river on the east and a railroad gulch on the west and 
3 bridges over the river and 3 viaducts over the railroad, and all the 
traffic has to come through the center of the city. 

Most of the cities in the past have had bad planning. All the traffic 
pushes through the center of the city, and we want to circle the cen- 
tral business district with Federal highways with limited-access roads, 
because these new highways, as the engineers explained to me, will 
be limited-access beginning way out from the ¢ ity, and then we want 
to get on and off at the j junction of these beltlines with these Federal 
idaionme 


The reason I took the time to explain my city is because it has about 
the same problems as all other cities. 

Senator Busu. Is it your understanding that the so-called Clay 
proposal for the Interstate System will provide the funds to do just 
what you are talking about, among other things? 

Mayor West. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Busu. It will permit cities to avail themselves of the funds 
for connection with the Interstate System, for bypassing the cities 
where that is the desire of the local community / 

Mayor West. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. That is contemplated by S. 11604 

Mayor West. That is correct, and I have not heard anyone disagree 
with the program generally as outlined by the Clay committee. 1 
believe the recommendation, they said, was $27 billion for that par- 
ticular thing. 

Senator Busu. That is about it. 

Mayor Wesr. Under Senator Gore's bill, $500 million a year is pro- 
vided. That is to be matched two-thirds and one-third. You add one- 
third to the $500 million, and it makes $750 million. If all the States 
matched it, which they will not, then you take the $750 million and 
divide it into the $27 billion needed and we have got about 36 years 
we are going to have to wait until we get it. That is one of the diffi- 
culties. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, may I ask another question / 

Senator Gorr. Certainly. Go ahead. 

Senator Busn. Has the association up to the present time studied 
the financial requirements of this bill, especially respecting the segre- 
gation of these taxes for the servicing of this bond issue and so forth, 
and its possible effect on the whole tax structure, or have you not 
examined the financial aspect of it closely as yet ? 

Mayor West. We have, of course, examined it, and I think Mayor 
Cobo, of Detroit, who is here, is in a better position to discuss that with 
you. I have examined it. 

If we understand it correctly, all of the automotive taxes are not 
now going to roads. 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Mayor West. The Federal Government, while they penalize the 
States under present legislation, as I understand it, for diversion, they 
themselves are tremendously guilty of diversion of automotive taxes. 

As I understand this, the excise taxes are not included, the gasoline 
and oil taxes are included as a financial basis. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Mayor West. And the total then capitalized. 

Senator Busu. You people feel apparently that without the Fed- 
eral Government taking an aggressive position in this matter, that 
the very pressing need will not otherwise be satisfied: is that right? 

Mayor West. That is exactly right. 

Senator Busn. In other words, it is a thing that has got to be done, 
but if it is left to the States, it seems to you that it is likely not to be 
done / 

Mayor West. That is exactly what we think. 

Senator Busu. In other words, if an alternative idea might be 
presented, let us say, the Federal Government to stop taxing these 
automotive products—gas and oil particularly—but turn it back to 
the Stutes and let them continue it if they wanted to, you do not feel 
that we would get the results in that way that we might get under 
this plan ? 

Mayor West. We certainly do not. 

Senator Busn. Why not? 
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Mavor West. We really were concerned when the governors’ con 
ference went on record as advocating that the Federal Government 
withdraw from the gasoline-tax field, and leave it to the States. 

We in the cities in the past, as I have outlined, have suffered greatly 
by anvthing such as this, and because of that we were considerably 
worried about it. 

Senstor Busu. Do you feel that the thing is necessary and that if 
just will not be done unless the Federal Government provides this 
kind of leadership or something of this sort, is that right‘ 

Mayor West. Yes, sir; we figure the first thing, that the greatest 
problem is in and around the big cities, and that the big cities them 
selves cannot do that job, nor can we get the funds from the State to 
do it. 

At least we have not through the years, Senator. We have had 
these fights in all of the States to get this money. 

For instance. in Tennessee, the counties have been getting 2 cents 
of the State gasoline tax since about 1930. It was just 1953 when 
the cities got a portion of it. 

Senator Busu. That is all. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond, do you have some questions / 

Senator THturmonp. Yes. In order to prevent settling such a 
tremendous debt, which the interest would amount to for a program 
of this kind, what would you think of the idea of the Federal Govern- 
ment constructing those interstate roads and placing a toll for the 
use of those roads. 

It would be a voluntary question if anyone wanted to use them, 
but if they wanted to use them and go faster, then they would pay 
a toll for the use in going, for instance, from Washington to Cah 
fornia, or North to the South, or traveling on those routes. 

Or if they preferred to take the slower route, they could go free. 

What would you think of a proposal such as that, in order to save 
the tremendous amount of interest that would be required to finance 
this obligation—that a toll be placed on these interstate roads? 

Senator Gore. May I try to clarify the question! Do you refer to 
the new system of roads that you mentioned a few minutes ago, or 
taking over the present system / 

Senator THurmonp. I am speaking about a new system entirely. 
If a new system were constructed, east and west, north and south, for 
interstate traffic and national defense purposes, and people who wanted 
to use it, would pay a toll to do it. 

Senator Busu. May I make a comment there, and I am very sympa- 
thetic tothat. This came up in the last session. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Yes; Senator Gore and I were discussing it a 
few days ago. 

Senator Busu. And I think Senator Gore would bear me out on 
this, that Commissioner du Pont here at a hearing last year, when we 
asked him to estimate how many miles of roads he felt there would be 
in the country which would be susceptible of toll-rate treatment—and 
I think there is something in the Clay report also—replied that it is 
about 9,000 miles which is all that the density of traffic would permit 
of the toll-road treatment. 

I am sympathetic with the viewpoint that where you have a density 
that will support a toll road, that that be given consideration. In my 
State we have been a leader in that particular endeavor, I think; but 
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do feel—I assume my friend here is sort of groping—that I want 
to offer that on his behalf, that there is a limitation which traffic density 
places as to how far vou can go with toll-road treatment. 

I wonder whether the chairman remembers it. 

Senator Gore. Yes; I remember it. 

Mayor West. Then we know that in certain areas toll roads will pay 
for themselves, and you can amortize them; but would that apply on 
a national scale? That seems to me to be the question involved here. 

You talk about the interest on this money that is proposed to be 
borrowed. There is also a prediction that in 10 years, 1965, we will 
have about 54 million bldiahes as compared to about 50 million now. 
Not only will there be more vehicles under this prediction, but if these 
roads are built, of course, the roads will be used more; and the vehicles 
will be used more, and if you talk about gasoline taxes, every time the 
wheel spins you are paying taxes, so perhaps the additional use and 
additional taxes could be considered along with the interest burden, 
which is a considerable burden. 

That phase of the Clay recommendation has been discussed con- 
siderably among the mayors, and, of course, you get back to some 
fundamentals of finance that are quite difficult. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger, I believe you are next. 

Senator Neusercer. I have just one brief question, Mayor West. 
Because there is a great deal of concern among Senators and among 
the public at large “about the high rate of interest, what would you 
think about increasing the gasoline tax to have the program more 
substantially pay-as-you-go and less borrowing ‘ 

Mayor Wesr. Well, Senator, that is a question that comes back to 
what the policy of taxation should be. 

Senator Neunercer. What is your personal opinion? 

Mayor West. Of course, my personal opinion is that we ought 
to stop all this diversion, because the people feel like now all these 
automotive taxes are being collected, but they are not going to the 
purpose for which they were levied. 

If the diversion were stopped, we feel that you would not have to 
increase the automotive taxes. You might have to increase some other 
taxes to meet other demands and needs of the Federal Government 
to replace that which is now being diverted to that function. 

Senator Bus. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator NEUBERGER. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. It is not true, is it, that these automotive taxes 
were levied for the purpose of building roads? It may be true of the 
States taxes, but there never was any pretense when Federal automo- 
tive taxes, the excise tax, the gasoline tax, and so forth were levied 
that all the proc a of that tax would be used for roads, was there ? 

Mayor West. I did not so understand it, sir, especially the gasoline 
tax. I will put it this way: Most folks down my way believe that 
the automotive taxes, particularly the gasoline tax, should go for 
the building of roads. 

Senator Gore. I think the tax was earmarked in the State of Ten- 
nessee; but you are correct that insofar as the Federal Government 
is concerned, there has never been any legal link of the revenues from 
any particular source for this purpose. 

Mayor Wrst. The average motorist—I said average, I will say 
some of the people—fix it in their minds, well, I am paying all these 
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taxes for my car and it looks like we could have some good roads 
built with all that money. 

Senator NeuBerGer. It might be true in some States, and it is in my 
home State of Oregon, but there was not any statement from the 
history of the legislation that there was ever any pretense that the 
proceeds from that gasoline tax would be spent for roads. 

Senator Thurmond. This gasoline tax and roads bond could be 
allocated to this obligation rather than to borrow such a large amount 
of money and pay all that interest, couldn’t it ? 

Mayor West. I am sure it could. 

Senator NEUBERGER. It is about as broad as it is long, is it not’ In 
other words, if they would take every cent of the tax in any way asso- 
ciated with an automobile and apply it on roads, then they would have 
to get the money from somewhere else to finance the things that have 
previously been financed by the proceeds of the automotive taxes. 

Mayor West. That, Senator, of course, would be true. 

Senator Busu. Mr. ( ‘hairman, might I say that what I am interested 
in, as is Senator Thurmond, is that the proposed legislation does en- 
courage the construction of toll roads, because it provides if you have 
a toll road under construction now, as we have, which costs us approxi- 
mately $400 million, we will get rebated for 90 percent of that under 
this bill so as to be able to use that money on another highway, do 
you see / 

So, I think the legislation as proposed is a real recognition of the 
value of the toll roads and an incentive to continue the construction of 
them, wherever the traffic density justifies that. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Bush, may I ask you a question ? 

Senator Busn. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you think that that rebate for the toll roads 
is fair to the States, such as the State from which I come, in which it 
is almost impossible to construct a toll road, and which if constructed 
would have almost no chance of being successful because of the sparsity 
of population? Do you think that is fair? 

Senator Busu. I have studied the thing very closely, but my con 
cept is that it is fair to those who are going ahe: id and doing something 
constructive and trying to construct their roads by tolls. In other 
words, I do not think it t discriminates against your State or any other 
State which does have the interstate traffic. If you want to construct 
toll roads and do your own job, we are not going to discriminate 
against you. 

Senator Neupercer. Will there not be more of a disproportionate 
share going to those States that can build them / 

Senator Busn. No, it would only mean a proportionate share would 
go in this connection as heretofore normally distributed. The only 
discrimination in the thing is to avoid discrimination against the State 
that is doing its own. 

Senator NeEupercer. What about the State that has an interstate 
road that is not a toll road; they have built it up to standards, never- . 
theless, but does not get any credits? 

Senator Busu. It gets those credits just the same. The State of 
South Carolina is apparently one of those. 

Senator THurmonp. Senator, would it not be better for the money 
that is proposed here, if this program does go through, to be used for a 
new system entirely ? 
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That is what I understand it says, to build an Interstate System to 
relieve present congested roads in the various States. 

For instance, In your State, could you not well use a new road 
through your State, entirely under this system, because rather than 
repay you for the cost of one you have already built, should this 
system not be an Interstate System, a brand new road system, which 
will enlarge the present system, so that it will be a new system to 
provide additional roads over and above the present ones / 

Senator Busn. I think the bill is designed to do just that, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. I am a little fearful if this bill passes and if 
some of that money is used to repay certain States like yours and 
mine and some of the others, for fear that there might be a tendency 
to go ahead then and construct this Interstate System, which we need 
so badly and which would relieve the congestion, that it would be 
built in an area where congestion does not now exist. 

Senator Busu. I would think, sir, that, and my observation on that 
would be that the public demand, as the gentleman from Tennessee 
says, is correcting this hazardous situation, for improving the high- 
way situation for defense and other purposes, is so great that they 
would hardly countenance a State government saying, we just built 
this road and we will pay off the bonds, and so on—I do not think 
we would allow that. 

I think that they would go on and build the highways in my own 
State that are so desperately needed, and we have several projects, 
now, just as the mayor of Nashville has, and I suppose every State 
has, so he would look on it not as a replacement to pay off for what 
you have already done, but as an incentive to go ahead. 

I think any other interpretation of it would be unacceptable to 
people in most States. 

Senator Nevusercer. The feeling exists in my State, and the Gover- 
nor talked to me about it, and the director of public works, and I 
know it exists in other public land States in the West, if this is left 
in the bill as it is, that it gives an unfair advantage to those States, 
which my State could not possibly combat, which my State could not 
possibly construct. 

My State is twice the size of New York and has the population of 
the Bronx. We just could not construct a toll road. 

Senator Busu. My dear fellow, that does not discriminate against 
you. The bill does not discriminate against you. 

Senator Neunercer. It seems to me that it does to provide these 
credits for States which have constructed toll highways. 

Senator Busn. They are very limited. It says existing toll roads 
up to 1951 it is 40 percent or something like that. It is a credit, and 

do not think that is discriminatory against the States that have 
not gone ahead and done things like that. 

Senator Neupercer. The credits were 40 percent prior to 1951, and 
70 percent between 1951 and 1955. 

Senator Busu. That is the depreciated values. 

Senator Gore. No, it is credits. 

Senator NeEuBERGER. That is substantial, I think. I think it is 
substantial when your State has toll roads and another State has not. 

Senator Busw. Let us put it this way: your objection is to the other 
toll roads that have just been approved, that more goes to them, but 
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those are projects on which the dirt has not been moved even. You 
would not exclude them from it, would you ‘ 

Senator NEUBERGER. No, they should be on the same basis as un 
other addition to the Interstate Highway System that meets the 
specifications. 

Senator Buss#. But bonds have already been sold and the financing 
taken care of. You would not disturb that, would yout You would 
let them come in and be used for the system, would you not 

Senator NeuBerceR. I would want to see just what stage it was in. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. When your association met on December 1, 
1954, we did not have the bill drawn yet. It was not drawn until Feb- 
ruary 22, 1955. Do you realize that the interest rate on this bond 
would be 3 percent or more? Did you realize in this kind of a program 
that more than $11 billion you were going to spend would not build 
roads, but would merely pay off the interest on the money 

Mayor Wesr. I do not know whether we went into that, but we felt 
that the present use of the facility, if you are talking about the Inter- 
state Highway System, the 40,000-mile highway, which is proposed, 
we feel that that need is so pressing now, ‘that the needs of national 
defense, of civil defense, and traffic congestion in and around popula 
tion centers is so badly needed now, that the increased use would in a 
measure offset the interest paid. 

Senator McNamara. You would still have to pay it. 

Mayor West. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. No matter how much offset, you still have to 
pay it. 

Mayor West. Yes, sir; like many municipal installations, we have 
to borrow money and have to pay interest, but we get the facility and 
use it during the interim. 

Senator Gore. Are there any other questions ? 

(There was a negative response. ) 

Senator Gore. Mr. Mayor, the committee appreciates your appear- 
ance. Iam particularly proud that the mayor of my capital city and 
my ae friend has promoted this most useful and hanes in- 
terplay and roundtable discussion among the Senators. You have 
promoted a lively discussion. 

Your testimony has been forthright and sound. | hope it has 
given you an insight into the problems we face here. As Senator 
Bush said a moment ago, the demands for highway construction are 
unlimited. A 10-year program on the Interstate would be succeeded 
by the need for another 10-year progr am on the Interstate. 

The same can be said of every category of roads. The same can 
be said, I dare say, of the streets in the city of Nashville. In addi- 
tion we must bear in mind the necessity for more schools, hospitals, 
national defense, so since there has been an exchange of views here. 
maybe I could take half a minute and make a feeble contribution. 

I have thought that we must look at our transportation problem 
as a whole and not discriminate against one type of road in order 
to maximize another. Of course, some needs are greater 

I think the need on the Interstate is greater than it was. It was 
for that reason that I suggested that the amount be raised from $175 
million to $500 million. That was by all odds the largest increase 
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that I suggested, and it was the only instance in which I proposed 
that the matching in ratio be changed, and it was changed from 60 to 
40, which we only lid last year, to 2 to 1. 

It may well be, as you have suggested, that my proposal falls short 
of the need. I will amend that: you are correct in that. I think 
S. 1160 would fall short of the need. It would certainly fall short of 
the need in the urban and the primary and Interstate, because, whether 
we peg the amount of money available for these other systems, the 
obsolescence, the deterioration, the need for expansion will continue. 

As you pointed out, Senator, there has never been any link between 
the revenue from gas and oil tax and road construction. Yet if we 
look at the history of it, we will find, I believe, that the expenditure 
for road construction has approximated the revenue from those 
sources, 

If I anticipate all of the revenue for the next 30 years from these 
sources, and put it all in 1 category of roads in 10 years, you see, Mr. 
Mayor, where this committee and this Congress would really be up 
against a very serious proposition. 

So, I have thought that in approaching this problem, we ought to 
do the maximum amount of wan construction, bearing in mind three 
limiting factors. One is that amount which we can afford and not 
take away from the school children, from the hospitals, from the 
national defense, and otherwise. 

We must measure all things together just as you do at Nashville. 
And, second, the construction facilities and building materials avail- 
able. If we doa crash program, we may get an inflationary situation 
in our road-construction program, that would mean we would not get 
what we want for our money; and third, that we should do it in an 
equitable manner to all segments of our population and transportation 
needs. 

That is my general view on the thing, and I would be very glad 
to have your comment on that. 

Mayor West. Senator, all those factors have to be considered. We 

respectfully request the committee to consider and look at the picture 
in, through, and around the great centers of population. 

We feel that there has been a great neglect, the greatest neglect, 
there in the Federal-State available money: and we think it is the 
ereatest need travelwise. 

Senator Gore. I agree with you: but I take it that you agree with 
me from what vou said, then, that we cannot ignore the other needs. 

Mayor West. But we have brought ourselves to where we are faced 
with the necessity of doing something more than we have done in the 
past. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Mayor, and if you will just keep 
your seat, your companion, Mr. Richards, has been very silently sup- 
porting you, and T am sure he will have a contribution to make to 
the committee. 

Mr. Ricrtarps. I would rather not make any comments until the 
rest of the members have spoken from the AMA, and then if you have 
any questions, I would be glad to answer them. 

Senator Gorr. Gentlemen, the committee is ver y glad to have you, 
and take my respects back to Nashville. 
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Senator Thurmond has a request because of a commuttment he has 
that we hear out of order the mayor of Columbia, S.C. Would 
there be any objection to that ¢ 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I think we are considering the 
financing, and we are right in the middle of it. I understand Mayor 
Cobo is supposed to leave shortly. | am in the same category as 
the general is. 1 want to get over on the floor shortly after Lv. 

Senator Gore. What would be the pleasure of the committee toward 
having a session tomorrow morning! None has been scheduled to 
morrow. Do you know. Mr. Richards, whether these mayors could 
be here tomorrow morning ‘ 

Where is Mayor Cobof As I understand it, Mayor Cobo cannot 
be here tomorrow. Which is Mayor Kemp / 

Mayor Kemp. I am Mayor Kemp, Senator, and I have an election 
back home, and I have got to vote in person. There is no absentee 
vote that is valid back home. 

Senator Gore. The members of the committee are entirely in sym 
pathy with an election. Could you, Mayor Kemp, appear before us 
this afternoon ? 

Mayor Kemp. Yes. 

Senator Gors. And could you, Mayor Cobo ? 

Mayor Coro. Yes. 

Senator Gore. We will try to get a room over at the Senate so that 
Members of the Senate can be available to the floor, and the clerk 
of the committee will inform you just where the session will be held. 

If that is agreeable with you gentlemen, we will hold the session 
at 2 o'clock, but will hear now the mayor from Columbia, S. C. 

Without objection then at this time, we will hear Mayor J. C. 
Dreher, Jr., mayor of Columbia, S.C. I will let the Senator from 
South Carolina introduce him. 

Senator THurmMonp. Gentlemen of the committee, | would like to 
present to you the mayor of the capital city of Columbia, S.C. 

Mayor Dreher is an outstanding businessman. He has made a 
splendid success in everything he has undertaken, and he has made 
a remarkable record, one of great progress for his city and for our 
State. 

It gives me great pleasure to present to you the mayor of the city 
of Columbia, S. C., J.C. Dreher. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will be glad to hear you, Mayor 
Dreher. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. CLARENCE DREHER, JR., MAYOR OF THE 
CITY OF COLUMBIA, S. C. 


Mayor Drener. Thank you Senator Gore and members of the 
committee. ann name is J. Clarence Dreher, Jr. [ am the mayor of 
Columbia, S. C., and am speaking here not only for my own city of 
Columbia but also for the Municipal Association of South Carolina 
and the American Municipal Association. 

Mavor Ben West of Nashville, Tenn., chairman of our AMA com 
mittee on highways, has presented to you the national municipal 
policy with regard to a national highway program, which substan 
tially endorses the approach to the “problem outlined by the Presi- 
dents’ Advisory Committee headed by Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

61030—55——14 
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This recommendation contemplates a continuation of the Federal- 
aid program for primary, secondary, and urban projects on the same 
matching basis as at present, but with a greatly accelerated construc- 
tion of the Interstate System including the urban links thereon. 

Mayor West further indicated the drawback to a plan which in 
volves greater matching by the States and the impossibility of pay- 
as-you-go financing in meeting current and estimated future highway 
needs. 

I would now like to call your attention particularly to the civil de- 
fense and national emergency aspects of this matter. I quote from the 
municipal policy statement : 


National survival dictates the necessity for concentrating on the Interstate 
System, which moves the bulk of the material and men which use the highways 
in time of national emergency. It is now Federal policy to evacuate our major 
population areas in the event of threatened or actual enemy attack. The pres- 
ent system of ingress and egress roads to and from our municipalities is the 
most congested and inadequate portion of the Interstate System. An evacu- 
ation policy that depends on these present roads for fulfillment will fall far 
short of the goal and result in millions of additional casualties. Any attempt 
to discharge free-flowing evacuation traflic from municipalities on to the pres- 
ent system of streets and roads will cause confusion and delay in exit from 
target areas and entrance to the smaller cities and towns of support areas. 
For this purpose the construction of adequate evacuation routes consisting of 
expressWays and important arterial streets and roads thereto is as much a 
Federal responsibility as it is a local one. 


It has only been within the past 2 weeks that the American people 
have been dramatically informed by the statement of Admiral Strauss 
of the Atomic Energy Commission of the deadly effects of radioactive 
ash fallout which results from the explosion of a hydrogen bomb. 

With one such explosion being able to devastate life in a 7,000 square 


mile area, evacuation of major target areas assumes an even more im- 
portant aspect in the event of a major war than had previously been 
imagined. 

From the standpoint of civil defense, the capacity of the interstate 
highways to transport urban populations in an emergency is of utmost 
importance. Large-scale evacuation of cities would be needed in the 
event of A-bomb or H-bomb attack. The Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministrator has said the withdrawal task is the biggest problem ever 
faced in the world. 

It has been determined as a matter of Federal policy that at least 
70 million people would have to be evacuated from target areas in case 
of threatened or actual enemy attack. No urban area in the country 
today has highway facilities ‘equal to this task. The rapid improve- 
ment of connections thereto, is therefore vital as a civil defense 
measure. 

General Clay, recognized world wide as a top military authority, 
told the American Municipal Association last November 30: 

We know that in these days of atomic and hydrogen bomb warfare, if such 
warfare does develop, the problem of evacuation from centers of population in 
the event of such attack is a very real problem, that it cannot be solved within 
the existing network of roads in the congested areas, and that the expressways 
nnd the feeders to these expressways in the urban areas are essential to an 
adequate evacuation program for such areas. 

Our national municipal policy on civil defense calls for an in- 
creased expenditure of highway funds in target areas to allow for 
rapid voluntary dispersal of people. We feel that this program will 
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allow people to live in or near a target city and still have a means of 
protection. In other words, if you desire or elect to live within a tar 
vet city, you must accept the threat of potential destruction if 
atomic attack should occur or you must accept the necessity of getting 
out ina hurry. 

You must accept that as part of the pattern of living within the con 
fines of a modern city. The tremendous investment in our cities, 
therefore, need not be abandoned nor would it be necessary to invest 
additional large sums in new facilities other than highways. 

You could, of course, disperse your community as the Russians did 
with the advance of the German threat, at tremendous costs of human 
misery. Perhaps that may come eventually, but at this moment, if you 
provide a rapid means of access and egress for your communities, you 
can live within them with some degree of tolerance. 

We who are responsible for the administration of ¢ ity governments 
ure impressed with the magnitude of the problem an id with the pos 
sibility of solving it through anew, bold approach. The needs simply 
cannot be met on a pay-as-you-go basis as contemplated in S. 104s. 

Rather, a pay-as-you-use policy is the only practicable means of 
relieving urban traflic congestion and providing for defense require 
ments, with future Feder: al highway revenue being capitalized so that 
we may have in 10 years a really and truly National System of Inter 
state Highways feeding our principal cities throughout our country. 

We are not going to get an adequate highway program through the 
normal approach. If we are going to have an adequate highway pro 
vram, we have got to have the courage to take the bold measures now 
so that it will be available not only in the event of defense needs but 
also to meet even normal traffic growth. 

Senator Gore. Mayor Dreher, we appreciate your statement very 
much. I notice you say that S. 1048 is on a pay-as-you-go basis. 
You prefer a pay-as-you-use. Do you think it would not be pos 
sible to hold our indebtedness within the budget and within the na 
tional debt structure and still pay as you use / 

Have we not done just exactly that with our war debt? We did not 
pay-as-you-go as we went in World War II, but we did maintain a 
fiscal responsibility and a sound bookkeeping system. We did not 
claim to have raised ourselves by our boot straps. 

Mayor Drener. That is true, Senator, but our feeling is that the 
need for these roads is so urgent that the need simply cannot be met on 
the basis of the terms proposed in this bill. 

Eventually, perhaps it will, but we feel that it will take so long to 
do it, that it will by no means meet the present-day needs. 

Senator Gore. Do you think that the need for roads should take 
precedence over the needs of the school children who are multiplying 
into our schools by millions ¢ 

Mayor Dreuer. Senator, I have tried to emphasize the aspect of 
civil defense, and from that standpoint I must say “Yes.” If the 
threat of enemy attack were imminent, we feel that the saving of lives 
certainly would be more important than the education of ¢ hildren, 

Senator Gore. You use an “if” there. Do you think now in the 
State of South Carolina the needs for roads should take precedence 
over schools for the children ? 

Mayor Drener. No, sir; in fact, in South Carolina we think we are 
doing a pretty good job of taking care of the needs of our children. 
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Senator Gore. I am sure you are, and I hope you are. Would you 
think that a highway construction program should take precedence 
over the veterans’ programs, the veterans who have been wounded in 
the service of their country ¢ 

Mayor Drener. No; I certainly do not, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Would you think that should be on a pay-as- you-go 
or pay-as-you-use basis? Do you think schools and veterans’ pro- 
grams should be outside the budget, along with roads ? 

Mayor Drener. Senator, this Federal Government has issued many 
billions of dollars of bonds, and of course, the many needs that were 
met by them—that is the reason the bonds were issued; the current 
financing was simply not available. 

Senator Gore. Is that what you recommend in the case of roads ¢ 

Mayor Drener. We feel that the matter of the need of roads and 
highways is so great that some type of financing would be necessary 
in order to get the roads as quickly as possible. 

Senator Gore. That was not the question I asked you. Do you think 
we should finance our needs for highways in the most economic way 
possible ¢ 

Mayor Dreurr. Yes; of course. 

Senator Gore. Do you have in mind in making that statement that 
the interest rate on a corporation bond, such as is proposed by S. 1160, 
would be in the order of twice that of a Government bond ? 

Mayor Dreuer. Senator, I do not think that our association or I am 
spec ifically recommending the type of financing recommended by the 
Clay bill. 

Senator Gore. Then why do you arbitrarily take the position here 
that one application to this challenging problem should be condemned 
because it would undertake to finance it in an orthodox way at the 
lowest possible interest rate, whereas the other provides an unortho- 
dox way at a much higher interest rate ? 

Mayor Drenrr. Because we feel that if it is financed as you call 
through an orthodox way that the need will not be met, that it will 
tuke 20 or 30 years to provide the roads that we need today or the 
next 5 or 10 years. 

Senator Gore. Would you say the same then with respect to hos- 
pitals for veterans / 

Mayor Drener. Senator, I cannot tell you how to finance this 
proposition. 

Senator Gore, All right, but what I am trying to say is you have 
undertaken to do so; and when you say that you do not do so, you are 
skirting on rather thin ice there, I think. 

Mayor Drener. I think we are trying to point out the urgent need 
for these roads and highways. 

Senator Gorr. That you have done, but do you not realize that 
there are many more urgent needs including atomic energy, the vet- 
crans’ hospitals, and the schools; and if we start financing all these 
things merely because they are urgent outside of the budget, outside 
of the national debt, then where do we end up 4 

You presented an urgent problem. There is not a Senator around 
the table who cannot present an equally urgent problem from the 
standpoint of schools in his State, from the ‘standpoint of veterans’ 
hospitals. 
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I get calls almost nightly from veterans who are sick and cannot get 
into ‘the hospitals. We have many tremendous needs, and if we start 
financing in an unorthodox, irresponsible way every problem mere)y 
because it is urgent, then the fiseal soundness of this Government is 
no longer with us. 

Mayor Drener. Let me say this, however, Senator: Mayor Cobo, 
I understand, will discuss more fully the financial aspect of this prob- 
lem, and I hope and I am sure that perhaps he will have some better 
information to give you than I have been able to do. 

Senator Gore. I wanted you to know there are many urgent prob 
lems. We face them all day. 

Mayor Drener. We do too in the cities, but yours are just much 
greater than ours, and you have our sympathy, I am sure. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Mayor Dreher, as I understand, you are just 
trying to emphasize the importance of constructing this road system 
and of doing it without delay, is that correct / 

Mayor Drener. That is correct. 

Senator Tuurmonp. As to the method of financing, is your associa 
tion suggesting any particular method ¢ 

Senator Gore. If so, we would be glad to hear from you on that. 

Mayor Drener. As I understand this, Senator Gore, Mayor Cobo 
will discuss more the financial aspect of this problem. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Do you feel that under the circumstances the 
construction of roads is vital to our national defense and to interstate 
commerce and should not be delayed ¢ 

Mayor Drener. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Tuurmonp. I think that is all. 

Senator Gorz. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. I like that exchange about the relative im 
portance of roads and schools between you and the witness, Mr. Chair- 
man: but Iam not satisfied with the way it was left. 

Certainly, the implication is that schools are not vital to the national 
defense, and I think we can make a very good case for schools being 
at least as vital as roads to national defense and perhaps in the long 
run more important and more vital because we must have trained 
people. 

In this day and age where we are trying to keep up with the progress 
of atomic, electronic programs that we face, about the competition 
in atomic development of our people as compared with the Tron Cur- 
tain countries’ development of technologically trained scientists and 
engineers and chemists and others—I am sure that the schools are 
vital to national defense, and I certainly want the record to show that 
at least one of us thinks that way. 

Senator Gore. You were not excluding anything from that. I am 
sure the mayor would agree with that observation. 

Mayor Drener. Yes, indeed, I certainly would. The only position 
that I am taking is that when such an atomic attack comes—I hope 
it never comes, but if it comes—next week or next month or next year, 
we would certainly be in a better position to evacuate from the big cen- 
ters if we had these better roads. 

Senator Gore. Mayor Dreher, about 5 years ago, there was a tre- 
mendous urge in this country to build underground centers in the 
centers of your cities, and this Congress was importuned with the 
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urgency of this matter. We just must immediately start digging un- 
derneath our cities pe build shelter areas. 

Now 4 years later we are on an evacuation plan, so you see the Con- 
gress of the United States must keep its balance, try to keep the econ- 
omy in balance, and try to deal fairly and equit: ably with all the 
problems that come before it and at the same time do it in the most 
economical, practical, and efficient way. 

Mayor Drener. That is so, Senator, and I wish you the very best 
success, 


Senator Gore, Senator ¢ nae desires to have inserted as a part of 
the record a letter from Mr. C. FE. Mitcham of Albuquerque, N. Mex 
and it will be inserted in the 1 ad at this point. 

(The document is as follows :) 


C. E. MircHaM Co., 
Albuquerque, N. Mesr., February 23, 1955, 
Hon, DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


United States Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sire: Reference proposed $101 billion highway program for next 10 
years, in my opinion it’s fantastic, beyond the imagination of any basic thinking. 
Sure it would be great for my business for a time, it’s my opinion that any pro- 
gram should not go beyond the pay-as-you-g) basis. ' am against bonds that 
would encumber future revenues. Sooner or later you will have to shut down 
construction and let the revenues catch up. 

There is no question but what highway facilities have not kept up with the 
increased number of highway traffic vehicles. However, with the increase, we 
now have from $500 million to $900 million Federal aid to get in operation. 

1. Will tax the States to get the revenue to meet the Federal aid. 

2. Will use up present available engineering force, experienced construction 
ability. and present supply of paving materials, like asphalt, and cement. It 
will take a year or two to get into operation. 

3. Assuming that you put in the proposed $101 billion program construction 
on the continental highways, in New Mexico such as Highways 66, 80, and 85, 
would use all available engineering, materials, etc., and the balance of the 
highways would have to be neglected. There is no question but what you 
would have a boom-or-bust situation. Earlier in New Mexico, voting of highway 
debentures were justified to a point with increasing population. In 1934 voted 
$3 million debentures, which perhaps was ©. K., in 1936 voted $6 million, in 
order to have roads in our time. This was mostly wasted, let without open com- 
petition most of it, and the taxpayers did not get 25 percent on the dollar. 
In this case we have a correction in the law, which permitted contracts up to 
$10,000 without open competition. In 1926 the State of Arkansas voted hundred 
million or more bonds to get roads now: encumbered their income revenue for 
20 years, account so much volume, did not get good engineering; results high 
prices, poor construction, and within 5 years the designs were out of date and 
the State has not recovered from the effects of it yet. 

We should increase highway construction, but do not believe should go beyond 
the point of available revenues, and then at a rate that can be maintained. 
Could be after the present program gets underway, then could take another 
look to see if could be increased. To start off with the proposed fantastic pro- 
gram would be great waste, inefficiency, high profits, and at the end of 10 years 
go into a vacuum of depression, increased taxes, inflation, etc. I hope whatever 
is done will be sound and enduring on a permanent basis. With regards. 

Yours truly, 


C. E, Mitcnam. 

Senator Gore. We will now adjourn the meeting, and will meet 
again at 2 o'clock this afternoon in the District of Columbia room over 
in the Capitol. 

The meeting is now recessed. 

(Thereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the meeting of the Subcommittee on 
Public Roads was recessed to reconvene on the same day at 2 p. m., 
the room P-38, Capitol Building. ) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. The committee will come to order 

The first witness is Mayor W. E. Kemp, of Kansas City, Mo. 

Senator Stuart Symington, a member of this aoaiaal wanted 
to be here to introduce you but has been tied up by a meeting of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. In his absence I will do the 
honor and introduce you and ask you to take a chair up front. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM E. KEMP, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF 
KANSAS CITY, MO. 


Mr. Kemp. I am William E. Kemp, mayor of the city of Kansas 
City, Mo. Iam immediate past president of the American Munici 
pal Association, which as Mayor West, of Nashville, told you, rep- 
resents 12,000 municipalities in 44 States. I presided at the Ameri 
can Municipal Congress at which the national municipal policy pre- 
sented by Mayor West was adopted. I am speaking for that associ 
ation as well as for the Missouri Municipal League and my own city 
of Kansas City, Mo. 

As we have said in our national municipal policy on highways: 
examination of the needs show the most serious deficiencies to be in and around 
municipalities. The most pressing problems and the areas of greatest neglect 
are on the Interstate Highway System, with eXpressways and = important 
major arterial streets to that system. This is particularly true in the urban 
areas. We therefore recommend strong concentration on improving the Inter 
state System including the urban links thereon. 

The members of this committee, of course, are well aware of the 
history of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1916 and subsequent 
amendments. The planning and development of the Federal-aid 
systems began in 1921. The Federal-aid primary system as of July 1, 
1954, consisted of 234,407 miles connecting all of the principal cities, 
county seats, ports, manufacturing areas, and other traffic-generating 
areas. In general they are the main State trunk-line roads. 

In 1944 the Congress approved designation of the Federal-aid 
secondary system, which on July 1, 1954, totaled 482,972 miles. It 
is composed of important feeder roads linking the farms, factories, 
distribution outlets, and smaller communities with the primary 
system. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 also provided authorization 
of $500 million for each of the first 3 post-war years, with 25 perceit 
reserved for urban highways, 30 percent for secondary or feeder 
roads, and 45 percent for primary highways. The urban areas were 
defined to include all cities over 5,000 or more population, and the 
urban highway systems on which the urban funds can be expended 
include extensions of the primary Federal-aid system into and through 
the urban areas along with other important urban arterial highways. 
This system now consists of 17,097 miles. While the urban funds 
must be expended on this system, the primary funds may also be 
expended on it as well as on the primary system in‘rur: al areas. 

The street systems of the cities of the United States constitute about 
10 percent of the total highway mileage of the country. However, 
about half the total of all traffic, rural and urban, occurs on this 
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limited mileage, this 10 percent of the total mileage. This has Leen 
measured by gasoline consumption and rural and urban traffic counts. 
In this fact we find the basic cause of the present intolerable conges- 
tion on many of the main traffic arteries of our cities. 

Responsibility for construction of the primary and secondary Fed- 
eral-aid systems traditionally has been shared in approximately equal 
amounts by the Federal Government and the States. But some sec- 
tions of the primary system are more important than others, from 
the viewpoint of the national interest. Consequently in 1944 the 
Congress authorized the selection of a special network, not to exceed 
40,000 miles in length, which would be so located as— 
to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan areas, 
cities and industrial centers, to serve the national defense, and to connect at 
suitable border points with routes of continental importance in the Dominion 
of Canada and the Republic of Mexico. 

The result is the present 37,600 miles system designated as the Na- 
tional System of Interstate Highways joining 42 State capitals and 
90 perc ent of all cities of 50,000 popuiation. 

This Interstate System carries more than one-seventh of all traffic, 
one-fifth of the rural traffic, serves 65 percent of the urban, and 45 
percent of the rural population, and is the key network from the 
standpoint of Federal interest in productivity and national defense. 
We now have more than 58 million motor vehicles registered, one for 
every 700 feet of lane in both directions on all streets and highways 
inthe Nation. These vehicles traveled an estimated 557 billion vehicle 
miles in 1954. The American Municipal Association estimates that at 
least half of this mileage was concentrated in urban areas, resulting 
in expensive, hazardous bottlenecks. 

According to reports by the State highway departments to the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads, vehicle registrations are expected to continue 
an upward surge reaching 81 million by 1965, an increase of 40 per- 
cent. Total highway travel of these 81 million vehicles 10 years from 
now will probably reach an estimated 814 billion vehicle miles. 

In the study of highway needs made during 1954 by the Bureau of 
Public Roads in cooperation with State highw: ay departments and 
local units of Government estimates for building in 10 years roads 
udequate for the traffic of 1974 show that such a program would require 
an expenditure of $101 billion. 

However, programs which are now known will be carried out by 
States in cooperation with the Federal Government, and by States in 
coperation with cities and counties, assure a $47 billion construction 
program during the next 10 years. The Clay committee has found 
that if the Federal Government continues its primary and secondary 
programs, now running at the rate of approximately $550 million a 
year of Federal funds to be matched by a like amount from the States, 
it will give us a reasonably satisfactory program of primary and sec- 
ondary roads. 

The real missing link is any planned program for the completion to 
a desirable standard of the Interstate System. It is estimated that 
this will require approximately $23 billion, $12 billion for so-called 
rural sections and $11 billion for so-called urban sections. 

In order to render this Interstate System fully effective, it must be 
tied in much more closely with existing roads in congested areas. 
This will require provision for the major feeder and distribution 
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routes which at present are not included within any of the Federal 
aid systems. While a complete appraisal of needs of such urban 
arterials has not ben made, special examination of representative 
metropolitan areas shows that at least $4 billion is needed for this work 
over 10-year period, which can provide only for the most important 
connecting routes. We therefore come up with a total figure for the 
interstate System and urban feeder routes of $27 billion. 

I wish to call your attention particularly to one point in the Clay 
report where the current appropriations for urban expenditures are 
cut from $175 million to $75 million annually, which attracted the a 
tention of Senator Gore this morning. 

The reason for this reduction is that $100 million of that figure have 
been absorbed into the capital-account setup under the proposed bond 
isseu for teh development of urban highways in the Interstate System, 

I might say that this $100 million now is devoted to the Interstate 
System in urban areas, so there is actually, as I analyze it, no actual 
loss. 

If all of this amount—$175 million—were to be transferred, those 
towns and cities which now benefit from the urban appropriations 
but which are not on the Interstate System would be deprived of 
their present share of Federal expenditures. 

The $75 million figure represents that percentage of current urban 
expenditures which are going to this purpose. 

While all of us know that the figure is not sufficient to meet all of the 
requirements, we are aware of the fact that the urban situation as a 
whole will derive very material benefits from the bond-issue proposal 
and consequently we accept this apportionment. Should Congress in 
its wisdom deny the bond issue, which we hope they will not do, then 
obviously we should have to insist on a very large increase in current 
aid for urban purposes else it will be impossible for us to meet the 
urgent needs for national defense as well as the sheer movement of 
vehicles in the civilian economy. 

This in brief is the national municipal policy with regard to the 
needs for an expanded and accelerated national highway program. 
In other words, continue the present Federal-aid primary and second- 
ary programs and expand the aid on the Interstate System to a total 
of at least $27 billion over a 10-year period. I will leave detailed sug- 
gestions for financing that part of the proposal to my colleague Mayor 
‘A. E. Cobo, of Detroit, who will testify later. I want to thank the 
committee for this opportunity to present our views. 

I want to express my regrets that Senator Symington was not here 
when I was introduced, in order that he might have given the same 
great tribute to the State of Missouri as the chairman of this com- 
mittee gave to the State of Tennessee a while ago. 

Thank you. 

Senator TiturMonp (presiding). Senator Symington / 

Senator Symineton. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that you have now 
before you one of the great citizens of Missouri, one of my dear friends 
and one of the great mayors of the United States. 

I am sorry that I was not here to talk a little about Missouri and 
at the same time have an opportunity to talk about Mayor William 
E. Kemp, of Kansas City. 

ee Tuvrmonp. Thank you, Senator Symington, for those kind 
remarks 
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Are there any a 

Senator Symrneron. I did not hear the first part of the mayor's 
testimony. If Senator Bush or Senator Hruska would like to ask 
some questions [ would prefer to listen. 

Senator Busnu. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. The mayor 
made a very able presentation, as the Senator from Missouri would 
expect, and as we all expected. I have no questions. 

Senator Hruska. I have this question, Mayor: This morning I be- 
lieve you were present in the committee when Mayor West, of Nash- 
ville, complained about the skimpy and scanty share which the metro- 
politan centers of this State received from the gasoline-tax revenues 
because of the dominance of the rural element in the legislature. What 
is the situation in the State of Missouri in that respect 4 Do you par- 
ticipate in the revenues of the State which are derived from gasoline 
taxes ¢ 

Mr. Kemp. Yes; we do, and I do not believe we are subject to the 
same discrimination as was described by Mayor West today, although, 
as you know, in the past, over the long period of Federal aid to high- 
ways, municipalities—at least the larger centers—have not been given 
much of a break. We haven't gotten the aid in the municipalities, in 
the cities, that has been given of course to the primary system of high- 
ways which did go into the States. 

The whole tendenc y has been toward liberalizing that position and 
making greater provisions for cities. We are still tremendously short. 

What Iam thinking about is this: If, God forbid, if there should be 
an area of attack upon our cities and we were called upon to evacuate 
the cities, I know our city would leave us in a terribly bad situation, 
and I think a lot of people would be killed. I think a lot of jamming 
of traffic would result because we do not have, in the perimeter of our 
city, the means of getting out of it and getting into it. That has been 
rather sadly neglected. 

We have made some improvements. I do not want to suggest that 
we haven't. But it is still inadequate. We need more trafficways, 
limited access traflicways within our city so we can get greater move- 
ment, more rapid movement, within the congested areas. 

Senator Busn. These other members of the association felt that 
they were in a similar position to your city? The other municipalities ¢ 

Mr. Kear. Yes, Senator Bush. I think you will find that the mayor 
of every large city of America would be in complete agreement with 
what has been suggested before this committee today. 

Senator TrtrRMoNpb. Senator Symington ? 

Senator Symrneton. Mayor Kemp, ‘T was very interested in what 
you just said. As I understand it, sir, from your vast experience in 
the municipal government, you feel that roads are very necessary in 
Kansas City, for example, to evacuate people in case of an attack in a 
future war? 

Mr. Kemp. I think there is no question about that. 

Senator Symineron. Is that the general feeling of the members of 
the American Municipal Association ? 

Mr. Kemp. Yes, sir; it is. Of course, Senator, I want to say that 
that is not all of it. We need it every day. We need far more traffic- 
ways and highways in our city because the concentration of vehicular 
traffic in our cities is so great that the present means of traveling 
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through these congested areas without these tratlicways ts a terribly 
burdensome thing upon our people and upon the economy. 

Senator Symineron. I understand. | was approaching it from 
the standpoint of civil defense. 

Mr. Kemp. There is no question about it. 

Senator Symineron. The other day Governor Peterson, Civil 
Defense Administrator, said that some of the new cities in Germany 
were being designed—and he specifically mentioned Dormstadt—to 
handle that particular problem, based on their past experiences in the 
war. They were designing what you might call, I suppose, arterial 
highways leading directly from the ver y center of the city. 

Mr. Keep. Fanning out beyond. 

Senator Symineron. Yes, so that they could evacuate to the out 
skirts and start evacuation immediately. 

I must say, Mayor, under your tenancy of the mayoralty of Kansas 
City that you have done as much as any mayor in the State. For 
example, your traffic situation in my opinion is considerably better 
than St. Louis where everybody is interested in the program you put 
through in Kansas City. 

Nevertheless you feel in Kansas City that you need this very bad) 
and that it must be true in many other large cities of the country. 

Mr. Kemp. You understand, Senator, when you go to building a 
traffieway in a city you get tremendous expense because you have to 
take out improvements. We have on the drawing board today our 
southeast traffieway. You are familiar with the southwest traffieway 
which speeded traffic tremendously. But it is already full to capac 
ity. But we need one southeast. The thing is just so expensive we 
are having great difficulty in figuring out how to finance it. And we 
vitally need it, but we have to take out so many improvements in 
order to get the right-of-way. 

Senator Symineron. IT have no further questions. 

Senator THurmonp. Do you have any further questions, Senator 
Hruska ? 

Senator Hruska. No, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. Thank you very much, Mayor Kemp. Your 
comments are helpful to the committee. 

Mr. Kemp. Thank you. We are pleased to have been before the 
committee to express our views. 

Senator THurmMonp. Next we have Mayor Cobo, of Detroit. 

Gentlemen of the committee, we are delighted to have the distin- 
guished mayor of the city of Detroit, Mich.. with us. 

We will suspend for a few minutes until we have disposed of the 
pay bill which is now before the Senate. 

(Ther oxi a brief recess was taken.) 

Senator McNamara (presiding). I will declare the recess at an 
end. 

I would like to introduce the next witness, who is the mayor of 
the city of Detroit, and certainly very greatly interested in the prob- 
lem which we are discussing today. 

We are fortunate to have such a witness before the committee, He 
has had a great record of accomplishment in financing and in con- 
structing good highways at low interest rates in his own community. 
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It is with a great deal of ome that I call on the mayor of the 
city of Detroit, the Honorable Albert E. Cobo as the next witness 
before this committee. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR ALBERT E. COBO, ACCOMPANIED BY GLENN 
C. RICHARDS, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS, CITY OF 
DETROIT, MICH. 


Mayor Coro. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator McNamara. You may proceed in your own way. | under- 
stand that you have a prepared statement. 

Mayor Coso. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee; Mayor West, Mayor 
Kemp, and Mayor Dreher, in behalf of the American Municipal As- 
sociation, have testified as to the urgent need for accelerating our 
highway and street program. 

Speaking for the American Municipal Association, I would like 
to devote a major part of my time to the question of financing, which 
is a subject I am most familiar with. 

The importance of highways to our local and national economy 
is well recognized. The value of modern highways in case of war 
has been clear ly shown. There is no disagreement as to the urgency 
of acceler: ating highway construction, particularly the Interstate 
Highway System. 

Th big obstacle in the way of building adequate highways has al- 
Ways been financing. There still seems to be some difference of 
opinion as to how the program should be financed and over what 
period of years we should do the job. 

In 1950, we appeared before congressional committees, represent- 
ing the American Municipal Association, and suggested that the 
highway program lent.itself to long-term financing as well or better 
than other types of public works. 

We recommended that the Highway Act be amended to allow 
Federal-aid funds to be used to help retire bonds on Federal-aid 
highway projects approved by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

The amendment was adopted at that session of Congress. It was 
the result of thorough consideration of the seriousness of the highway 
problem and excellent cooperation by the Members of Congress. 

Detroit was particularly interested in this amendment, as we had 
already a plan in mind, with a new State law authorizing the sale 
of revenue bonds to accelerate our expressway program. We did 
sell the bonds. As a result, our program was accelerated more than 
500 percent. 

The question of pay-as-you-go or borrowing came up in Detroit 
5 years ago. 

‘Woe came to the conclusion that on a pay-as-you-go basis our people 
would be paying for highways but they would not ‘be riding very far 
on them for some years to come. 

The job was just too big for that type of financing. 

Why? 

Because you can't acquire property for right-of-way or let contracts 
for " erpasses or construct concrete pavement without having funds 
in aqavance, 
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In other words, the work must be carried on on a piecemeal pay-as 
you-go financing basis. 

" This type of program leaves the property owner in the position of 
uncertainty unless his property can be purchased far enough in ad 
vance so that he can make plans for the future. 

We found that, as soon as we had adequate funds and could acquire 
the property a reasonable time after the highway is located, much of 
the dissatisfaction of the property owners disappe: ared. 

I would like to, if 1 may, comment on that paragraph before pass 
ing on, because it’s a vital thing we learned in the pay-as-you-go plan. 

We would go along and acquire property, a smal! stretch. 

The next year we would design some overpass for a couple of these 
projects. 

The following year we would dig out some of the dirt. The next 
year we would see that the utilities were put in, and we would finally 
vet to the concrete. As a matter of fact, we didn’t even get to the 
concrete in 5 years. It is piecemeal. Everybody along the route was 
dissatisfied because they wondered if we were actually going to come 
that way in the route or if we had changed our minds. 

Should they repair their homes or put in new furnaces’ The store 
keeper wanted to know if he should look for a new building. 

There was complete dissatisfaction. When we went to the other 
plan of government bond financing we found that about 95 percent 
of the complaints were over because the route was paid for, we ac 
quired the land, the people had their money, and the dissatisfaction 
stopped. 

I think it is a tremendously important point. Further I think that 
—. is another thing in here in the type of rolling operation that 
we speak of. 

Wh ren you are doing each thing piecemeal, and when you have to 
do it based upon an appropriation, there is no rolling procedure. 

Whereas when you have sufficient money avail: able or if you have 
bonds authorized, you don’t have to pay for these things until they 
are delivered, such as overpasses—you would for the property but not 
the overpasses—but you can order, just as fast as you can design 
them, you can place them on order, selling the bonds only when they 
arrive 

And so you get a rolling operation. 

As you are acquiring the property, you are designing the overpasses, 
you are altering the overpasses, and you have a “rolling operation as 
against a piecemeal operation. 

I would like to insert here this comment: A great deal has been 
said here about interest. Of course, it takes interest if you don’t have 
the money, and if the Congress feels that it has sufficient money to 
pay for this in cash, certainly I would be the last one to object. 

But we are talking on the basis of the problem being so large that 
it is doubtful that they will appropriate the necessary money. 

Senator McNamara. Do you discuss interest further on, Mr. Mayor, 
or would this be a good time to ask you about what rate of interest 
you may pay? You have accomplished a great deal of your program 
already. 

What interest did you pay ? 

Mayor Coro. Ours was 21% percent. 
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Senator McNamara. That is considerably lower than the interest 
indicated in the present plan‘ 

Mayor Cono. Except that our bonds are nontaxable, which is about 
a half percent. 

So if the 3 percent is used, I take it that is the 3-percent estimated 
interest, and the Treasury would get back approximately one-half 
of 1 percent in Federal taxes. So that probably in the net it would be 
less than 3 percent, I believe. 

Senator McNamara. Nevertheless you did construct your highways 
at 214 percent‘ 

Mayor Copo. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara, That is interesting. 

Mayor Cono. We agreed that the modern highways would last 25 
to 50 years, and it seemed per fectly logical that the people using these 
highways during the next 25 years ought to help pay for them. 

By building the highways now and paying for them over 25 years— 
and that is what our bonds are, and 1 am speaking from a practical 
standpoint, of the things we have actually done—we are using the same 
principle that has been used for so many years in this country of 
amortizing capital investments over a part of the life of the project. 

The followi ing exhibits will show how our expressway program was 
previously being financed on a pay-as-you-go basis, and how it is 
being financed now by the use of our revenue bond plan. 

( The exhibits are as follows: ) 


EXHIBIT 1.—SouRCE OF FUNDS FOR EXPRESSWAY CONSTRUCTION IN MICHIGAN 


By terms of contract entered into in 1944 between the Michigan State Highway 
Department, Wayne County Road Commission, and city of Detroit: 
Annually 
State Highway Department to furnish up to ; $3, 000, 000 
Wayne County Road Commission to furnish up to ' 1, 500, 000 
City of Detroit to furnish up to’ 1, 500, 000 
Available Federal Aid Funds estimated at- 4, 000, 000 


jvc: | igcal 10, 000, 000 


‘By State law, cities of over 50,000 population share the cost of State trunkline con- 
struction on a 50-50 basis with State highway department. Also, by State law, counties 
may assume all or any part of a city’s obligation. Wayne County elected to assume 50 
pereent of Detroit's obligation in our 1944 expressway contract. These provisions for 
sharing the costs of trunkline construction apply on a decreasing schedule to all cities 
down to 20,000 population. 


Michigan motor vehicle revenues, which include gasoline and license taxes, 

under present law, are distributed to the public agencies thus : 
Percent 

State highway department 44 
All counties * 37 
All cities *___ 

? County funds are distributed to individual counties on their respective proportion of 
motor vehicle registrations, road mileages, and rural population. 


3City funds are distributed to individual cities and villages on their respective propor- 
tions of urban population, urban trunkline mileages, and street mileages. 
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EXHIinit 2 


The following figures indicate how highway construction can be accelerated by 
bond financing : 


EXPRESSWAY EXPENDITURES: JouN C. Lopgk Expressway AND Epser Forp 
EXPRESSWAY 


(From the inception of the agreement of September 1944) 


Pay-as-you-go plan: First payment called for January 15, 1946, $1 million 
Total payments to triparty expressway fund as of June 30, 19951, by 
State, county, and city . S22. 000. 000 


_ 


Other funds: 


From Federal-aid funds 12, S45, 473 
From State planning commission 205. O00 
Total__ . 13, 140, 473 
Total expenditures in 5-year period to June 30, 1951 15, 140, 475 


expenditures after establishing Michigan revenue bond financing 
plan: 
Total expenditures in 3-year period from June 30, 1951, to ; 
June 30, 1954 ° 7h. O70. 760 
Balance to be expended 74, TSS, 767 
? Expenditures in the first year did not accelerate to their maximum limit possible 
under bond financing due to lack of engineering plans and other construction difficulties 
Completion date: December 1956. 
First 5-year period, pay-as-you-go plan : Expenditures $45 million 
Second 5-year period, bond plan: Expenditures $150 million 





EXHIBIT 3 


PRESENT PLAN FOR RETIRING $80 MILLION BONpD ISSUE OF JOHN LODGE AND 
EpDSEL Forp EXPRESSWAYS 


John C. Lodge and Edsel Ford Expressways—Interstate Highway System: 23 
miles; partly financed by an SSO million bond issue under Federal Aid Highway 
Act providing 50 percent Federal funds and 50 percent local funds 

State bind ebligation: $80 million. 

Agreement for State and local financing : $80 million : 


State share: $40 million (50 percent). 
County share: $20 million (25 percent). 
City share: $20 million (25 percent). 


Bond financing: Michigan revenue bond plan (dedicated tax ) 

Twenty-five year highway revenue bonds: 2.125 percent interest (present 
issue). 

Principal payments deferred for first 3 years. 

Principal and interest paid in succeeding 22 years. 


Total principal payments_____-----_-~__- : SSO, 000, 000 
Totai interest payments..............._.-.-.. 26, 389, 150 
WOU. GOGi nw nnannda nue {Je ; : 106, 389. 150 


Average yearly funds pledged to retire, including interest: $5 million 
By agreement, State and local annual financing is as follows: 


State (50 percent) ---- Cr i Blick $2, 500, 000 
County (20 percent)...._......-..... eipcadenineia 1, 250, 000 
City ‘Ge cercent) .. ne Beaute 1. 250. 000 


ee a ae a . 5. 000, 000 


The State highway department is limited to total issues of S300 million of 
revenue bonds. $80 million is part of $800 million authorization. 
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The State highway department is limited to $744 million first lien per annum 
of its income from license and gasoline tax revenues. 
The $24 million is a part of the $744 million limit. 


$5 million being required yearly, the balance is made up of $144 million each 
from city and county by contract with the State. 


EXHIBIT 4 


Proposed method for Federal Government relieving the State and local gov- 
ernment, from carrying the Federal share, in their bond and lien limits: 


PROPOSED HASTINGS-OAKLAND EXPRESSWAY, ToTaL Cost SSO MILLION 


Proposed Hastings-Oakland Expressway—Interstate Highway System: 8 
miles; financed under provisions of 1954 Federal Aid Highway Act providing 
60 percent Federal funds and 40 percent local funds. 

Total cost: $80 million. 

Total bond obligation: $80 million. 

Federal Government obligation: $48 million. 

Agreement for state and local financing : $32 million: 


State share: $16 million (50 percent). 
County share: $8 million (25 percent). 
City share: $8 million (25 percent). 


Bond financing: Michigan revenue bond plan (dedicated tax). 
Twenty-tive-vear highway revenue bonds: 2.125 percent interest. 
Principal payments deferred for first 3 vears. 

Principal and interest paid in succeeding 22 vears. 


Total principal payments__ _.. $32, 000, 000 
Total interest payments__- 10, 435, 380 


Total cost___- Fa er 42, 435, 380 
Average yearly funds needed to retire, including interest : $1,697,415. 
sy agreement, State and local annual financing can be arranged thus: 
State (50 percent )- __ $848, 707 
County (25 percent) ———- 424, 354 
City (25 percent) 424, 354 
Total , 1, 697, 415 
State credit covers $32 million of $800 million limit. 
First lien on State license and gasoline tax, yearly $848,707 of $7% million 


lien. Balance made up of $424.354 each from city and county by contract with 
the State. 


ExHIBIT 5.—BoNnv TABLE 


Amount of financing that may be bought with $1,000,000—Annual payment for 
interest and principal 


Length of issue 


Interest rate 25 vears, 3 

| years defer- | 
red, 22 years 

| maturity 


22 years 25 years 30 years 


2 percent__- . $17, 658, 000 $19, 523, 000 $22, 396, 000 
248 percent - 17, 427, 000 $18, 852, 196 19, 238 000 22, 016, 000 
2)9 percent et 16, 765, 000 . ; 18, 424, 000 20, 930, 000 
3 percent_ s 15, 936,000 |. 17, 413, 000 19, 600, 000 
3% percent : ; 15, 167, 000 J 16, 481, 000 18, 392, 000 
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We have here three exhibits. Exhibit 1 shows the source of our 
funds for the expressway construction in Michigan during the pay- 
as-you-go period. By terms of the contracts that were entered into 
in 1944 between the State of Michigan Highway Department, the 
Wayne County Road Commission, and the city of Detroit, the State 
highway department could furnish up to $3 million annually. 

The Wayne County Road Commission was to furnish up to a mil- 
lion and a half dollars annually. 

The city of Detroit was to furnish up to a million and a half dollars 
annually. 

Available Federal-aid funds were estimated at $4 million. At that 
time the matching was approximately 40 percent, or a total of $10 
million annually. 

The Michigan motor vehicle revenues, which include the gasoline 
and license taxes under the present law, are distributed in Michigan 
to the public agencies thus: 

The State highway department gets 44 percent of the income, all 
counties 37 percent, and all cities 19 percent. 

That is the State law for distribution. By the State law cities over 
50,000 population share the cost of State trunkline construction on a 
50-50 basis with the State highway department. 

Also by State law counties may assume all or any part of a city’s 
obligation. 

Wayne County elected to assume 50 percent of Detroit’s obligation 
in our 1944 expressway contract. 

These provisions for the sharing of the costs of trunkline construc- 
tion apply on a decreasing schedule to all cities down to 20,000 popu- 
lation. 

County funds are distributed to individual counties on a respective 
proportion of motor vehicle registrations, road mileages, and popu- 
lation. 

City funds are distributed to individual cities and villages on their 
respective proportion of your urban population, urban trunkline mile- 
ages, and city mileages. 

Exhibit 2: The following figures indicate how highway construc- 
tion can be accelerated by bond financing. 

The expressway expenditures on the Lodge and Edsel Ford Ex- 
pressway under the pay-as-you-go plan, the payment was called for 
on January 15, 1946, of $1 million. 

The total payments to the triparty expressway fund as of June 30, 
1951, by the State and county and city, were $32 million. 

The other funds from the Federal aid and from the State planning 
commission totaled $13 million, or $45 million total. 

So we find the expenditures in a 5-year period to June 30, 1951, 
from a starting point of 1946—not going back to when the agreement 
was signed but when we actually started making appropriations— 
over approximately 5 years it was $45,140,000. 

Now we have the bond financing. 

Expenditures after establishing the Michigan revenue-bond financ- 
ing plan, the total expenditures in the 3-year period from June 30, 
1951, to June 30, 1954, are $75 million. 

The balance to be expended on these 2 is $74,788,000, with a com- 
pletion date of December 1956. 

61030—55——15 
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So you find on the first 5-year period of the pay-as-you-go plan we 
expe nded $45 million, and we had not 1 foot of highw: ay to ride on. 

We bought land and ordered the overpasses and paid the engineer- 
ing. We did not have any money to do business with. 

On the second 5-year period under the bond plan the expenditures 
are $150 million in the same period of time. 

The expenditures in the first year did not accelerate to their maxi- 
mum limit possible under bond financing due to lack of engineering 
plans and other construction diffic ulties: we could not speed it up to 
that extent. 

Senator Hruska. What portion of that $150 million is carrying 
charges—financing charges ¢ 

Mayor Coro. So far we have issued $80 million worth of bonds. 
You will notice we have $45 million in cash, under pay-as-you-go. 

So the combination now is $80 and $45 million. That is $125 
million. 

Our expenditures have been $150 million. You will find in here 
shortly, in these figures that we are going to talk to you about, the fact 
that we carry all the finane ing but the Federal Government does not. 

Senator McNamara. Does that answer your question satisfactorily ? 

Senator Hruska. Yes. 

Senator McNamara. Continue, please. 

Mayor Copo. Exhibit 3: The present plan for retiring $80 million 
oR issue on Lodge and Edsel Ford Expressways: The Lodge and 

‘dsel Ford Expressways—Interstate Highway System. Twenty- 
aes miles—partly financed by an $80 million bond issue under 
Federal-Aid Highway Act providing 50 percent Federal funds and 
50 percent local funds. 

That was the matching at that time, of course. State bond obliga- 

million. Agreement for State and local financing, $80 
million. The State’s share was $40 million—50 percent of the total: 
county share $20 million, or 25 percent of the total; and city share 
$20 million, or 25 percent of the total. 

In other words, you will find there that the State and the county 
and city carry all of the financing of the bond issue. There is no way 
of pledging the Federal money “because it could be paid only as it 

came in, and you only appropriate for 2 years. You can’t sell bonds 

on that basis. The 25-year highway revenue bonds were sold at 2.125 
percent interest, or 21% percent interest. The principal payments 
were deferred for the first 3 years. The principal interest paid in 
succeeding 22 years. 

The total principal payments are $80 million, the total interest 
$26,389,000. The total cost was $106,389,000. The average yearly 
funds pledged to retire, including interest, are $5 million. 

By agreement with the State at $214 million, the county roads 
$1,225,00 1), and the city $1,225,000, the total is $5 million. 

The State highway “department i is limited to the total issues of $300 
million. That is one ceiling they put on revenue bonds. The State 
highway department cannot exceed $300 million in revenue bonds; 
$80 million isa part of the $300 million authorization. 

The State highway department is limited to $7,500,000 as the first 
lien per annum of its income from license and gasoline-tax revenues. 
So there are two controls. One is the total.amount of revenue bonds 
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that can be issued and the amount of money that can be paid in first 
liens in any one year. 

The $2,500,000 is part of the $7,500,000 limit. The $5 million being 
required yearly, the balance is made up of $1,225,000 each from the 
city and county by contract with the States. 

You will notice that the State of Michigan incorporates all the 
bonds for the highway department based upon income and gasoline 
taxes in the future, with no lien upon property, strictly upon gasoline 
and weight tax, and together with the city and county are carrying 
in their total bond issue and financing the Federal’s matching money. 
We are financing it. 

Now the proposed method for the Federal Government relieving 
the State and local government from carrying the Federal share, in 
their bond and lien limits, is on schedule 4. We have another high- 
way, designing now, known as the proposed Hastings-Oakland 
Expressway. The total cost is $80 million. 

I do not want you to get confused with the other, of similar amount. 
This will be 8 miles, financed under provisions of 1954 Federal-Aid 
Highway Act providing 60 percent Federal funds and 40 percent 
loc: al funds. Total cost $80 million. 

If the Federal Government took its portion, the Federal Govern- 
ment’s obligation would be $48 million. The agreement for State 
and local finane ing would be only $32 million. Therefore, the State's 
share would be $16 million, the county $8 million, the city $8 million. 
Figuring on the same interest basis, of course, the principal payments 
deferred for the first 3 years and the principal interest paid in the 
succeeding 23 years, the principal payments would be 832 million, the 
interest payment $10 million, and the total cost $42 million. 

The average yearly funds needed to retire, including interest, would 
be $1,687,000. "That is quite a different picture. By agreement, State 
and local annual financing can be arranged thus: State 50 percent, 
$848,000: county, 25 percent, $424,000; city, 25 percent, 5424000, or 
total of $1,697,415. 

The State credit covers $32 million of the $300 million now, in- 
stead of $80 million. It is using a small portion of the State’s credit, 
instead of carrying the Feder: al portion. 

The first lien on State licenses and gasoline tax, yearly, is $848,000 
of the $7,500,000, instead of the $2,500,000 figure that we had before. 
So you see the margin for further operation and acceleration. The 
balance is made up of $424,000 each from the city and county by con- 
tract with the State. That is the proposed method with the exception 
of the percentages that you, of course, know that can be set at different 
percent ges 

This is what you actually have today—60/40. Sixty by the Fed- 

ral Government and 40 by the State and local governments. If you 
should change that percentage, it would change up or down accord- 
ingly. It shows the tremendous acceleration possibilities even if the 
Federal Government would take over its own share of the things it 
agrees to do. It agrees to that highway. When it agrees to that 
highway it appropriates for 2 years. You can’t finance on it. We 
did the financing, State and local governments. 

If you take the Federal share off the back of the State and local 


governments I think you would find a tremendous acceleration in the 
highway program. 
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This program has proven so successful in Detroit, Grand Rapids, 
and other parts of Michigan that we feel it is applicable for use in 
the Federal program. 

State legislation permits the State highway commissioner to join 
with cities and counties under the Limited Access Highway Act in 
the joint financing of these highways. It authorizes the highway 
commission to pledge a portion of the highway revenues in coopera- 
tion with cities and counties for the retirement of bond issues. Under 
this plan we are capitalizing a portion of our revenues and in this 
way obtaining long-term financing, making possible the greatly accel- 
erated program. "This legislation i is now being used by the highway 
commissioner in several parts of the State and it is proposed ‘to use 
this particular legislation, slightly amended, to finance a large part of 
the State’s share of the State primary highway system. 

The bills which you are considering today recognize the highway 
need. Because bond financing has been successful in Michigan, and 
has been so enthusiastically endorsed by our citizens, we feel that the 
legislation agreed upon by your committee should include this type of 
financing. 

On a pay-as-you-go basis even with a considerable increase in 
appropriations as allocated in bill S. 1048, it is evident that the present 
Interstate Highway System could not be met in less than 30 years, 
and it appears to be 34, 35, or 36 years. I feel sure that the people 
do not want to wait 30 years and are willing to pay the extra interest 
costs so that they may have the use of these highways in the imme- 
diate future. 

I am convinced that the savings to the highway users during this 
period would save the interest cost many times over. If these high- 
ways are not worth the added interest cost for early completion, the 
principal expenditure could not be justified. For example, if you 
could have a highway completed for people to ride on now, instead 
of 20 or 30 years, if the added interest cost for those years, the 11th, 
the 12th, 13th or 14th, if it is not worth the interest for that year as 
set up, you could not justify the capital expenditure as being a good 
investment. 

We have previously pointed out that the Federal Government has 
recognized the urgency of the highway need by permitting the use of 
Federal funds to retire highway bonds. We had the legislation 
amended, as you know. Congress amended it, so that when the money 
does come in we can use it to retire. You have approved the road. 
And it has been said that you do not want to create debt outside of 
the budget. But when you approve that highway—and we all start 
together to build it—isn’t that the contract? Isn't a contract a debt ? 

If I purchase a home from a real estate realtor and sign the agree- 
ment to buy it, I am in debt. I might go to one bank and get a 
mortgage, 1 might go somewhere else to finance it, but I am in debt 
when I sign the contract. It is true the Federal Government does not 
sign the contract but they approve the road and they do not intend to 
go a half mile and leave a ditch, or a half mile or 2 miles. You have 
created an obligation to be sure. 

Under this plan, however, the States have to provide all of the 
financing and Federal funds can only be used for the retirement of 
the Federal Government’s portion of the cost, excluding interest. 
This is also dependent on a continued yearly appropriation by Con- 
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gress. Yet we start out. We know you are going to appropriate 
something every two years, certainly in that amount. You are not 
going to drop the highways. We continue to say that you have 
created the debt morally at that point. And that is outside of the 
budget. 

The bond plan recommended in bill S. 1160 is a more direct and 
time-saving approach to the financing problem. If each State were 
required to amend their laws to allow local revenue bonds to be sold, 
there may probably be considerable delay in carrying out the Inter- 
state isleiooran program. And that is the reason that I believe that 
the bill recommends that the Federal Government sell the bonds and 
carry out the large part of the program. Some legislatures may 
authorize the issuance of revenue Sete and others may not. Some 
people may vote for them, and others may not. This is a procedure 
that would produce the highways in the States. 

For this reason, although we have successfully used the revenue 
bond financing plan in Michigan, we feel that the recommend: ation 
of this bill would result in a more immediate acceleration of the Na- 
tional Interstate Highway System. 

In conclusion, we offer the following suggestions : 

(1) That Congress recognize the national importance of the In- 
terstate Highways System and agree to finance a substantial share 
of its cost. 

(2) That financing be made available to build this Interstate High- 
way System over a period of 10 years to standards that will ade- 
quately handle the traffic for at least 20 years. 

(3) That the primary, secondary and urban program be continued 
on approximately the same basis as it is now being carried out. 

Somebody said they thought it should be increased. Everybody 
would appreciate its being increased. But we believe if you build 
the Interstate Highway Sy stem on the basis outlined, there will be 
more gasoline tax collected in the State from the use of those roads, 
and we will have more money for those State roads that are not In- 
terstate. 

(4) That important feeder roads to the Interstate Highway Sys- 
tem be included as part of the Federal-aid system particularly in 
congested areas. 

Feeder roads, for example, over which thousands of vehicles travel, 
trying to get to the Interstate Highway System, and which are de- 
~~ ed. We believe they should be included. 

(5) Bill S. 1160 provides the Corporation with enough authority 
to program work on the Interstate system as rapidly as any State is 
ready to proceed. The distribution of the money to be made on a 
prorated basis of needs as submitted by the State highway commis- 
sioner. We think this is a particularly good feature of the bill. 

I notice also, if I may comment, that the interest table is being dis- 
cussed of some $11 billion. I didn’t make these figures but I am sure 
that if you had the money on the bond financing, and you went out 
and acquired all the property down the road as soon as this was 
approved, as quickly as you could, you would receive considerable 
income from the rents of the property you would acquire, because 
you do not get to the whole highway tomorrow. Therefore you would 
collect a nominal rent and you would rent them as they are at a little 
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lower rent probably than you would if you had to maintain them. 
That has been our exper lence. 

Asa matter of fact, we are a couple of million dollars ahead at this 
point, with the rent. Of course it is a little different than you would 
do it. We sold all of our S80 million at one time. You probably 
wouldn't. We also then put those into Federal shorts. They were 
a little less than the 214 interest. Even with the 21 our rent is less 
than that. If you did not do that and you wouldn't have to in the 
Federal Government, your rent income would decrease that item con 
siderably. 

If it does in the city of Detroit to the extent of $2 million I would 
think throughout the United States it would be a considerable figure. 

I would like to call this to your attention. We are talking eco- 
nomics, | hope. It is a large part of it. We are running our trans- 
portation system, which we operate, the DSRA it is called—Detroit 
Street Railway—we operate that. We run it on a portion of the high- 
ways where we can, which are now complete. 

On a 22-minute run we are saving 5 and 6 minutes going in each 
direction; 25 to 30 percent. It could well be the lift the public trans- 
portation needs throughout the country which has been decreasing as 
the automobile is used more by the public. 

I think I will stop and see if you have any questions to ask. 

Senator McNamara. Are there any questions? 

Senator Thurmond / 

Senator THurmonp. As I understand, is your association endorsing 
the Clay bill? 

Mayor Cono. We endorse the Clay bill because it includes revenue 
bond financing, and the other one does not. We just don’t feel, as 
the American Municipal Association, in our cities and conferences, 
that you will appropriate sufficient money to do this job for cash. If 
you do, you will have the eash and nobody will ask you to issue bonds. 

Senator THurmonp. I believe it is estimated that the interest under 
that bill will run to $11 billion. Is that right ? 

Mayor Coro. I do not know. It depends on this acceleration. In 
other words, how fast would you do this job? If the Public Roads 
Bureau would go on with this particular road and that road and re- 
quire money, they would have a right under the act to borrow $5 
billion. That is a combination of the borrowing and the income 
for the year, to equal $5 billion in any one year. 

If they did that early in the first year obviously the interest would 
be greater than if they did it in the third year. If they went out 
and acquired all the rights in the first 2 years they would have to 
issue the ae to pay the people. In that case your interest would 
be greater. I do not know how you can arrive exactly at the interest. 

On the other hand if you acquired part of a right-of-way and 
then ordered overpasses, along the right-of-way, you would not have 
to issue the bonds, because you do not pay for the overpasses until 
they are delivered or at least until the contract is effective, with one 
coming in and then another one, so you could pay partially. It isa 
little difficult for me to say. 

Also, as to the AMA, we have to know exactly on each road. I 
think you will find that this is the maximum interest. Frankly 
I think the interest, if you had to issue all of them, would be con- 
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siderably less because I do believe tliat you would take the revenues 
and offset. 

Furthermore, on the half percent on the bonds, these Federal 
taxes, the Treasury would issue the bonds and the ‘Treasury would 
collect the half percent Federal tax. 1 do not believe that) was 
taken up. 

Senator Tit RMOND. Your objection to the bill is that it would take 
financing to construct the roads 4 

M: ayor (ono. That is what it is all about. If the other bill had 
suflicient money to let you go out and buy all the property along the 
road and at the same time design and order the overpasses, it would 
take a tremendous appropriation, maybe in the second and third 
year, and less as you got into the actual construction. 

Senator THurmonp. Is it your conception of this interstate road 
that such road system would be built along the side of the present 
road system or would be an entirely new road system where mght- 
of-w: uy could be obtained without spending such large amounts / 
What is your conception of it/ 

Mayor Cono. I think you are faced with the prob lem of analysis 
in each State. Th: appen to naturally be interested in this program, 
seriously. Detroit is operating under it very well. So is Michigan. 
I check ‘the other States whenever | go to the mm. 1 find in some areas 
if you are not to go down the street that now exists, on which the 
heavy traflic is, such as Route 80, if you go off of that route you de 
stroy millions of dollars of property value. Motels and hotels a 


a 
along there, and gas stations, that are producing revenue. If you 
just went four blocks aw: ay from them they would be out of business 
and you would destroy millions of dollars of value. I think you 


have to analyze each condition. 

Senator THurmonp. If the present road system is left alone and 
expanded where it is, and just build the new system e mine ‘ly apart 

Mayor Coro, That would still be parti: ally true because if I were 
riding on a freeway I would not go into the same roads that exist 
now. I think it is an individual analysis. 

I have in mind particularly Arizona, for example. They are build 
ing a freeway on the east side, and now they have stopped. They 
have done all they can with the money they have. The people 
from that street where they have stopped, Sixth Avenue East, for 
5 years are wondering if they are going 2 blocks away from them 
and destroying millions of dollars of property values. They are even 
willing to give them the land in many cases. Many of them have 
given the frontage because they can’t afford to have them go away 
from them. 

They are building a Route 80 across the country. In other areas 
that would not be true. I think it is an individual analysis. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Mayor, you went through probably the 
most expe nsive condemn: ition procedures for your highways that any- 
body is apt to run into in most cities. About how much a mile did 
it cost for you to condemn and build the highways? 

Mayor Coro. The land cost in our highways—they are through the 
heavy part of the city—are running approximately 50 percent of the 
cost. It is about $4 million a mile. 


Senator McNamara. Condemnation? And the total cost of the new 
highway—— 
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Mayor Coro. $8 million. 

Senator McNamara. So it is 50 percent for just condemnation ¢ 

Mayor Copo. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. Do you mean the road cost $4 million a mile? 

Senator McNamara. That is right. 

Mayor Coso. $8 million dollars with the condemnation. 

Senator THurmonp. I am thinking about the cost of the road alone. 
How did you arrive at that figure ¢ 

Mayor Coro. First of all we are building expressways, so that you 
can get around. We have a three-lane expressway in each direction 
at the lower level. We depress our highways. Nobody ever crosses 
in front of you. You ride the overpass. They are approximately 
300 feet in width. At some points they are 250; three lanes go in 
each direction. 

On top of that we have the service lane. You go up the ramp or 
down, with a service level almost all the way through. It is not com- 
pletely connected but almost. 

General Clay looked at them in my absence and I understand was 
very pleased with what he saw. There are 3 lanes in each direction at 
the lower-level in the depressed highway and a service drive practi- 
‘ally paralleling, at the side, with 2 going in each direction, which 
means you have 5 lanes of traffic in each direction. 

They are reducing the traffic on other streets as high as 30 percent 
in some cases. 

Senator Hruska. The ones which parallel on each level, are they on 
the same level as the overpasses ? 

Mayor Coro. Yes, sir. They are not fully connected. They are 
almost. They run to almost the next one. You can get on this ramp, 
run 6, 7, or 8 blocks, and then they start coming in. But they are 
loaded with traffic. 

Senator TuHurmonp. The elevated highways naturally cost a great 
deal more than the surface highways. 

Mayor Coro. This would cost more. 

Senator THurmonp. I say the elevated highways would naturally 
cost more than surface highways, that is, right on the ground. That 
isnatural. If you have to elevate it you have greater cost. 

Mayor Coso. That is right. 

Senator Tuurmonp. I can see where that would run way up. $4 
million a mile for the highways themselves, if you can stay on the 
ground, could be cut down. 

Mayor Cono. There are areas where that wouldn’t be true. We are 
going north and south from the river. We have a half-circle city, with 
Detroit River and halfacircle. Weare going north and south and we 
go approximately 9 miles. But we go through everything that has 
been built, buildings and everything. 

The one that is going from the west of the city to the east of the 
city and across the city, that is cutting right through. It is about a 
mile and a half from the center of the city. That is going through 
the heavily built area of the city. 

Senator TutrRmonp. In order to help pay for this Interstate Road 
System, if it is constructed, do you object to tojls on it? 

Mayor Coro. We do not object to tolls. We have contemplated a 
toll road in Michigan. How far it will get I do not know yet. Nat- 
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urally there is opposition as there was to the Frigidaire. Everybody 
opposes something new. 

This unorthodox financ ing that you refer to here, I ran into the same 
thing in Michigan that I am talking about here now, and seriously 
criticized by people for recommending financing on a base of this 
l:ind. The finance people said it would not work, but it brought the 
lowest interest on revenue bonds that was ever brought in our State. 

Now the people who are riding in our State are so complimentary 
they are wishing for more. It is very popular. 

I think the Senator could testify to the popularity of the highways. 

Senator McNamara. Yes. I rode on them. 

Mayor Coo. It is a difference of talking about building a building, 
vetting criticism, and actually having it and getting economic sav- 
ings. People go miles out of the way to ride on those expressways 
because they do not have to stop on every corner. They sometimes 
even go slower when they are lined up. They keep moving. Taxis 
vo over there. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Gore? 

Senator Gore. Mr. Mayor, I am sorry I missed your prepared 
statement. Did the Federal Government participate in the financing 
of this road? 

Mayor Coro. Yes. You start off with 40 percent matching, and 
. had a cash basis for 5 years. We put in the 60 percent and the 

Federal Government 40, on a $10 million a year basis. 

Senator Gore. This was constructed under the Federal aid to urban 
road development ? 

Mayor Coro. That is right. 

Senator Gore. It worked pretty well, did it not? 

Mayor Coro. Not until we got revenue bond financing. The figures 
you have there show we did not get one solitary foot of cement. 

Senator Gore. I am not talking about that. It has worked out 
very well? 

Mayor Coro. Yes. We use revenue bonds. That is why it works. 

Senator Gore. I am not talking about the Federal share now, or 
what you did to match it. But the system we have had of Federal 
matching of funds for highway development has worked well in your 
case ¢ 

Mayo Copo. In 5 years of financing we did not have any highways, 
under the Federal program. I want “to be honest with you. 

Senator Gore. I am not trying to trap you into anything. This 
looks so good. 

Mayor Coro. This was under revenue bonds, that we were paying so 
much a year on. 

Senator Gore. Congress has never undertaken to dictate to the 
States or to the cities how they should raise their part. If they wish 
to issue revenue bonds the Federal Government has no right to say that 
they cannot do so. 

Mayor Coro. Senator, what I want to say to you there, so that you 
will understand: Here is a plan that is building highways. People 
like them. In fact if you went down there you would be just as 
pleased as General Clay is. 

They want more of them. Now you say that you have no objection 
to a State using its own type of financing, like revenue bonds. 
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But what I find is the same situation that you find here. It is very 
popular to say “I won't issue any bonds,” and so the legislatures, 
apparently, in the different areas, have not agreed to issue bonds. 
We have, as a result, in all the States, not gotten the revenue bonds 
by the States and therefore we have not gotten the highways. 

On top of that, as I said—it is a little unfair to you not to cover 
this—we are financing in our revenue bond issue all the Federal share. 

In other words, the State highw: ay department has to cover the 
whole issue, because your Feder al money is pledged each 2 years and 
you can’t finance on that basis. 

Senator Gore. You have to go over a longer period than 2 years. 

Is that =e you mean ¢ 

Mayor Coro. You would have to, yes: and you would have to 
guarantee ow life of the bond. We may use your Federal money 
now when it comes in, but we have to actually put up the amount of 
money for the whole issue. 

Senator Gore. You mean your bonds are sold on the basis that the 
Federal Government is going to make a certain contribution / 

Mayor Cono. No. They are sold on the basis that they may not. 
We have to cover the whole thing. You can’t sell bonds on a 2-year 
appropriation. 

Senator Gore. In all the history of the cooperative arrangement 
between the Federal Government and the State highway departments 
there has been no defalcation on the part of the Federal Government 
yet ¢ 

Mayor Coso. We know that, and that is why we went ahead. 

Senator Gore. In other words you don’t think you have taken a 
very big risk ¢ 

Mayor Coro. No; but you can’t sell a bond on that basis. 

If you go into the financing, you will see on the exhibit, you see 
on the exhibits that the State bond obligation is $80 million when we 
sold these bonds. 

Senator Gorr. It happens in our system of Government that one 
G ongress cannot commit another exe ept to incur contractual obliga- 
tions. 

I know of no Congress that has ever failed to live up to the road 
commitments of the preceding Congress. 

Mayor Cono. We are not critical of that, because we are using it. 

Senator Gore. I don’t see how it operates with difficulty. You seem 
to be getting along with it. 

Mayor Coro. We are, but you are not getting any other States to 
adopt this, even though it is building highways and they all want them. 

Senator Gore. I was in Pittsburgh recently. They seem to have 
done a marvelous job. 

Mayor Coro. I think three States in the United States have used it. 

Senator Gore. I am not referring to a particular type of financing. 
I doubt if that particular type has any unusual merit that other types 
would not have. My point is that cooperation between the Federal 
Government and the State government has worked well in your case. 

I know of no reason with ch: anges, with modifications which cireum- 
stances may indicate desirable, it cannot continue to work well. 

I notice in your recommendations, or conclusions, your No. 1 con- 
clusion is that Congress recognizes the national importance of the In- 
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terstate Highway System and agrees to finance a substantial share of 
its cost. 

Congress did that last year. We raised the matching formula from 
the 50-50 basis to 60-40 on the interstate roads. 

It may be that according to your view we did not go farenough. But 
we did recognize the v alidity of your first conclusion there and have 
already moved i in that direction. 

It has been suggested in my bill S. 1048 that we raise that matching 
formula to two-thirds /one-third. 

Some members of the committee have suggested that it ought to be 
as high as 75-25. So you see with respect to your No. 1 conclusion there 
is general agreement. 

Your No. 2, although there might be some disagreement as to 
whether it would be 100 percent or 90 percent or 75 percent or 60 per 
cent-—— 

Mayor Cozno, May I comment before you proceed / 

Senator Gore. Yes, indeed. 

Mayor Coro. If the Congress recognizes the national importance of 
the Interstate Highway System, we don’t feel that the amount appro- 
priated is recognition of the importance of that highway. 

You do recognize the ratio of 60-40 but not the importance of the 
whole system, in getting it finished. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean? 

Mayor Coso. The appropriation is not large enough. I am not 
referring to you as an individual. 

Senator Gore. The appropriations are not large enough in any cate- 
gory. I don’t believe I have ever seen one that was large enough ta 
fully meet the needs of the people who are asking for it. 

Mayor Coro. That is why we say to you that you should allow a 
revenue bond issue for your portion and you would not have to put 
up so much money and you could recognize it. 

Senator Gorr. Do you realize that S. 1160 is an appropriation bill 
in perpetuity / 

Mayor Cono. Yes, but the appropriation is not great enough, Sena 
tor. 

That is our only difference. 

Senator Gore. I am talking about the administration bill now. 

Mayor Coro, S. 1160? 

Senator Gore. Yes. Isn't it an appropriation in perpetuity / 

Mayor Coro, You mean that you can sell so many bonds for a cer- 
tain period of time not to exe eed that amount 

It limits it to $27 billion. 

Senator Gort. Maybe I had better read it. I don’t know that it 
will get us anywhere, discussing it. 

But as a matter of fact, since you are discussing the appropriation 
bills, you might be aware of the fact that in section 105-B of S. 1160 
there is this language, on page 8 of the bill (reading) : 

There are hereby appropriated and there shall be paid by the Secretary of the 
Treasury to the Corporation for the fiscal year 1957, and for each fiscal year 
thereafter in which there are outstanding unmatured obligations of the Cor- 


poration, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, amounts 
equal to the revenue in excess of $622,500,000— 


which, if I may digress, in stating it that way tends to earmark that 
amount for your urban, secondary and primary roads, which amount 
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is $100 million less than the current rate, and all above that, so long 
as there may be a bond outstanding, would be appropriated by passage 
of this bill. 

Mayor Coro. Except, if I am not incorrect, Senator, the total issu- 
ance is limited to $21 billion. 

Senator Gore. There is a considerable question, Mr. Mayor, as to 
whether that is a revolving fund. As I read it that much can be out- 
standing at one time. I find no 30-year limit in the bill, I find no 10- 
year limit in the bill. 

What you mayors have done is get together in a convention and 
heard a good speech about a erand | plan ‘and you endorse it without 
reading the bill and you come here to tell us to pass the bill. 

I am not sure how much study you have given to the actual terms of 
the bill. 

Mayor Coro. You have made a definite statement. 

If | may, Mr. Chairman—— 

Senator Gore. If I have made an unfair statement 

Mayor Coro. We have studied the bill at least ten times, conversed 
at least 6 hours at a time with our engineers and finance ‘people, we 
read it again at the hotel at 2 o’clock this morning so we would be 
familiar with every phase of it. We think we understand it. 

Senator Gore. Were you familiar with the passage I just read to 
vou? 

“¥ ryor Coso, I am very familiar with it, yes. 

I don’t see that there is any intent here but to limit it to a pro- 
gram of $27 billion, $2 billion matching from the local communities 
and States 

Senator Gore. Since you have studied the bill will you show me 
where there is a 10-year limit on the construction, or where there is a 
30-year limit on the maturities that can be outstanding ? 

Mayor Coso. If you wish them for 30 years, and that is what the 
schedule calls for because you have control of that through your 
Treasury 

Senator Gore. Wait a minute. If we pass this bill you know what 
control Congress will have? 

If you will turn to page 2, the bottom of page 2, I will read to you 
the sole responsibility of the Congress for the Interstate Highways 
after passage of this bill (Reading) : 


It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to continue or to impose 
such tax as may be necessary to meet this objective. 


Mayor Coso. What is the objective? That (reading) : 


The Corporation is authorized to issue, upon the approval of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, obligations in amount not to exceed $21 billion. 

Senator Gore. Go ahead. 

Mayor Coro. That seems quite clear to me (reading) : 











Obligations issued under this subsection shall have such maturities not to 
exceed 30 years— 


Senator Gore. Go ahead. 
Mayor Coro (reading) 


and shall bear such rate or rates of interest, as may be determined by the 
Corporation with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, and they shall 
be redeemable at the option of the Corporation before maturity in such manner 
as may be stipulated in the obligations. 
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Senator Gore. Now if you will begin reading on line 23: 


The aggregate amount of obligations under this subsection outstanding at 
any one time shall not exceed the maximum amount of obligations. 

That is one of the questions that I think the committee will want 
answered. 

Mayor Coso. I was try ing to find that, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Page 7, line 23. It seems to qualify there and say 
that $21 billion can be outstanding at any one time. So if you pay 
off $1 billion, another billion dollars can be issued. 

I am not saying that that is the case but it appears to be the case. 

Perhaps you had a legal interpretation on that. 

Mayor Coso. I am not prepared to say that I would draft your 
bills and see each technical word in it. 

Senator Gore. The point I make is that when the Municipal Asso- 
ciation endorsed the grand plan you had not seen the bill. None 
had been drafted. 

Mayor Coso. The bill, of course, was not drafted, but the explana- 
tion of the bill was given by the Chairman of the ’President’s Com- 
mittee to the AMA. 

Senator Gore. Which is what I said. He makes a good spee es 
You heard a good speech about a grand plan and you endorsed i 
before the bill was drawn. 

Mayor Coso. I have to go further than that. Mr. Richards here 
worked as an adviser with this committee and is constantly aware 
of what the bill would be. 

He is the active man in AMA for years on highways. I personally 
have served there as president and have been active. 

Senator Gore. I had the honor and pleasure one evening of be- 
ing invited by General Clay and his committee for dinner and a 
discussion of the grand plan. On that occasion General Clay told 
us definitely that there would not be any earmar king; that he and his 
committee were opposed to earmarking. And yet I found that there 
was a definite earmarking when the bill came out. 

Down at the White House the other d: iy he told me that a change 
had been made since that evening we spent together. 

So that the plan seems to be in a constant state of change. I dare 
say there will be some other changes. Perhaps some will be needed. 

Mayor Coro. Mr. Chairman, I think Senator Gore was not here 
when I said we will be perfectly happy with a bill that will appro- 
priate sufficient money to build the expressway. 

We are not particularly saying if you have cash you should sell 
bonds. I qualified that. 

Senator Gore. You think we should preserve the balance between 
the legislative and the executive in whatever we do under our con- 
stitutional s system ? 

Mayor Coro. Yes. 

Senator Gort. Would you think it would be advisable for Congress 
for the first time in its history to appropriate an indefinite amount 
for an indefinite time ? Heretofore we have always been very scrupu- 
lous in guarding the taxpayer’s money. We wanted to know what was 
to be appropriated, how much, what it was to be used for, and whether 
it would be justified. 
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But here, whether it is indefinite or in perpetuity would depend on 
how long are the outstanding maturity dates. 

I think you ought to give some thought to that. 

Mayor Cono. We thought the purpose of your committee was to 
find if there were any corrections or improvements in either bill and 
come out with a good program. 

Senator Gore. That is the reason I am asking you about it. 

Mayor Cono. We don’t claim that every word in here is what the 
committee will like or Congress will like. 

Senator Gore. Iam glad of that. 

Nor have I ever laid any claim or any particular virtue to the bill 
that I have introduced. 

Mayor Cono. We will accept your bill if you put sufficient cash in 
so that you can build this. 

Senator Gore. Which comes down to your original statement : What 
we are talking about here is adequate money to do the job. 

Mayor Coro. Sure. I have been talking about that a little while in 
your absence. Probably it was not justified since you came in late. We 
have been through this for 5 years. If you go through our plan, you 
will see that. 

We went through that for 5 years. In the following 5 years we 
got the highways. If we had had sufficient cash, of course, we would 
not have sold bonds. 

Senator Gore. This play on the pay-as-you-go or pay-as-you-use 
system of financing. If the Federal Government is to borrow some 
money to do this job, would you say that it should borrow it at the 
least possible rate of interest, in the most economical way that the 
taxpayers’ interests would be preserved / 

Mayor Copo. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Do you think that if the people of the United States, 
through their Government, incur a debt, that we ought to acknowledge 
it as a debt and be honest about it? 

Mayor Coso. I think when you tell us to go ahead with the high- 
way and you said you never would repudiate it, you have created a 
moral debt, but you have never signed it. 

Senator Gore. Will you respond to my question ? 

Do you think that when we spend more money than we take in, 
if we spend in 10 years the revenue anticipated for 30 years, do you 
think that we are incurring a debt ? 

Mayor Coro. Do you want a “Yes” or “No” answer? Or do you 
want the facts? 

Senator Gore. I think 

Mayor Coro. The facts are you are in debt now when you sign a 
contract or enter into it. 

Senator Gore. We might get into a question of what is a debt. 
That is a contract through which a debt may be incurred. 

Mayor Coro. This is the application of the income from that 
specific type to supply that contract. 

Senator Gorr. Not to get away from the question, if we incur debt 
we should acknowledge itasa debt, shouldn’t we? 

Mayor Coro. All we ask you to do, if you improve this highway 
don’t let us finance it. You finance it for the whole highw ay and 
guarantee it so we don’t have to, and we will be per fectly happy. 
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We don’t care how you get the money to do it, just so you do it. 

Senator Gorr. I know, but you are endorsing a bill that has a 
particular way of financing that is uneconomical. 

Mayor Cono. We are endorsing the revenue bond act because we 
believe it is a specific tax that should be paid by the people who use 

—the trucks and automobiles. 

Senator Gore. Would you advocate that we issue a special kind 
of bond outside of the public debt for other worthy purposes like 
national defense, the development of the hydrogen bomb 

Mayor Coro. No. 1 consider those expenses of operation. 

This is a capital investment. If it is not, you should not consider 
it at all. 

Capital is entirely different than maintenance. 

Senator Gore. Highways are not self-liquidating unless you have 
tolls on them. 

Mayor Coro. They are self-liquidating if you cause a person to 
ride more on them and pay a greater tax and if you make room for 
a greater number of vehicles to use them and pay weight tax and 
gas tax. They are liquidating from that. That is self-liquidating. 

Senator Gore. In other words more and better roads will increase 
the prosperity of the country and the travel in the ae and that 
increased prosperity and travel will increase revenue for the Govern- 
ment. 

Mayor Corso. And make more room for cars and trucks. 

Senator Gore. Yes, it is a wonderful thing. I think we ought to 
adopt this philosophy for price support and farm commodities. 

That will so increase the prosperity of the country that farmers 
will buy more. That will give more work for the people in the fac 
tories and they will pay more taxes, and it won’t cost anybody any- 
thing. 

Mayor Coro. You are not telling me, Mr. Senator, that you have 
never voted for a capital expenditure to be financed by bonds. 

Senator Gore. Yes indeed. Yes indeed. By Government bonds 
which will sell at somewhere near one-half the rate of interest of the 
bonds proposed herein. 

I am not averse, Mr. Mayor, to going into debt for the purpose of 
doing this job. 

I have been in debt for my own business. If you do a sound eco- 
nomic thing with debt, debt is not a bad thing. But if I am going 
into debt in my personal business, for some of the things I am charged 
with by the taxpayers of America, where we are going into a debt 
for a Federal purpose, then I want to go into debt for a sound thing, 
in a sound way, in an economic way. 

I dare say if S. 1048 which has been described as inadequate—I 
acknowledge it is inadequate; so is S. 1160 inadequate—if S. 1048 
should become law tomorrow it would be necessary to issue Govern- 
ee bonds to carry it into operation, particularly with the tax cut last 
year and another in prospect this year. 

T he question is, How much debt shall we incur, for what purpose, 
and then if we are to incur debt for a sound purpose then how are we 
going to finance that debt ? 

I think we must be perfectly square with the American people and 
say we are increasing the debt; that we are going to build roads; that 
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they are going to cost something; that we are going to have to pay 
for them; that we have not learned yet how to lift ourselves by our 
bootstraps. 

Then proceed to do the job as best we can. 

But there are other limiting factors to which I made reference 
this morning, and that is how many roads can you build; how big a 
program can you inaugurate immediately without throwing your 
road-construction industry helter skelter and inflating the cost of 
roads. 

There is this other factor that we have some schools to build and 
some bonds to issue, and some national defense to provide, and some 
sancer research and veterans’ benefits to pay. 

We can’t go to an extreme on one thing or everything. I said that 
S. 1160 was not adequate, either. 

It is certainly not adequate for the secondary and the primary 
roads because it would seem to peg the present program for the next 
30 years. 

Many of these 80 million automobiles of which we speak are going 
to be on the secondary and the urban and the primary roads because 
the interstate, as of now, only carries one-seventh of the traffic. 

Mayor Coro. I would like to say, Senator, you give several points, 
and of course it is difficult to answer 7 things in 1 answer. 

If you build these interstate highways and if you do handle 80 mil- 
lion units as you say, we in the States will collect more money for the 
other roads from gasoline tax without raising the rate. 

Senator Gore. But it would peg the Federal contribution as of the 
present program / 

Mayor Coro, That is true, provided your income did not increase 
beyond the estimated figure as shown. That’s right. 

Senator Gore. Don’t you think that many of those 80 million auto- 
mobiles are going to be bending fenders on the other types of roads? 

Mayor Cono. Don’t you feel that if you don’t build interstate that 
we will have to raise some money statewise to build even the interstate ? 

And that the others will suffer more? 

Senator Gore. To illustrate what I think of the interstate, although 
J may have proposed an inadequate amount, I suggested that the Fed- 
eral contribution be raised from $175 million per year to $500 million. 

That is trebling the amount, approximately. 

Mayor Cono. We don’t deny that. But very frankly, I have been 
through the cash and I have been through the revenue bonds at our end. 

Your end is strictly cash. If you can appropriate the money to build 
these highways we will have no quarrel at all with you. But if it is 
a question of a half billion dollars plus our $250 million, or $750 mil- 
lion, building more than we are building now of course no one will 
deny it is an increase. 

But it will not build interstate highways for a long period of years, 
and we are behind now. : | 

Senator Gort. Why do you call this a revenue bond ? 

Mayor Coso. For the simple reason I believe that it is a specific 
tax which is collected from the highways that this will earn as it goes 
along. 

It will earn increased taxes besides helping the economics of the 
country which will give you general revenues. 
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Senator Gore. Do you realize this was never done in the Federal 
(sovernment ! 

There is some constitutional question as to whether it can be done. 

Mavor Coro. No, there is not in the State. We tested our own law. 

Senator Gore. I am speaking now of the Federal Government. 

Mayor Coro. Has the Federal Government never done this type of 
financing before / 

Senator Gore. No, sir. 

Mayor Cono. Is that true under sewage disposal ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarps. They have furnished money to do that with. 

Mayor Coxzo. We don’t know whether they have particularly issued 
« specific bond for it but in sewage disposal they have not only ad- 
vanced this money, gave us money, but they bought the bonds from us 
because we could not market them. 

It is a questionable revenue item. That is the reason that was done. 
They were revenue bonds. 

Senator THurmonp. A self-liquidating project ? 

Mayor Coro. But they were revenue bonds. 

Senator Gore. I would not have any objection, Mr. Mayor, to issuing 
corporate bonds on a self-liquidating project. But when you are ap- 
propriating money from the Treasury of the United States, con- 
tributed to by all citizens, then it must be distributed in an equitable 
way, fair to all segments of our society, and, in this particular case, 
to all systems of roads. 

I don’t think we ought to discriminate against the urban, the pri- 
mary and the secondary roads for the next 30 years in order to put into 
effect a crash program on the interstate roads. 

Mind you, I share with you a deep concern that we need to build 
our interstate roads, need, need to build them good, we need to build 
them broad, straight, and quick. 

I live on one when I am home, and use it. I drive on one when I 
start home. 

Mayor Coro. I am glad you said when you are home. 

Senator Gore. You will have to come down to Tennessee and visit 
the Smoky Mountain National Park. But I come back and remind 
you that that system of road only carried one-seventh of the traffic, 
and I don’t think we ought to discriminate against six-sevenths of the 
traffic problems by draining the till dry for the next 30 years. 

You heard a:road builder testify this morning that even at the pres- 
ent rate we are already losing ground but each year there are more 
automobiles on those primary and on those urban and on those second- 
ary roads, and 30 years from now they may be all worn out. 

Mayor Coro. Aren’t we playing on words? If we have so many 
roads in a State and you help finance one group and then we help 
finance the other, if you put a little bit on each then we have to help 
on all, don’t we? It all gets back to the money. 

Senator Gore. You are not claiming with that that if we build the 
interstate roads that that and that alone is going to bring about this 
increased purchasing power and this increased 





Mayor Cozo. No, you still have your appropriation here in either 
bill. 
Senator Gore. Is not your key to automobile production, I mean 
automobile purchases, your key to refrigerator purchases, your key. 
61030—55——16 
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your index to the standard of living of America, more the level of per 
capita income than the kind of road you have / 

Mayor Coro. Senator, isn’t a part of the Interstate Highway Sys- 
tem, primary roads ¢ 

Senator Gore. There is some overlapping but by no means all. 

There are only 40,000 miles authorized in the Interstate System. As 
a matter of fact only 37,600 now so designated. 

Mayor Coso. Don't you feel that—— 

Senator Gore. What is the mileage of all the Federal-aid systems? 
I understand it is about 717,000 miles, of which 284,000 miles are on 
the primary and 483,000 on the secondary. 

In other words almost 20 times the amount on the Interstate System. 

Mayor Coso. Don’t you feel that if you go with us if you do on this 
basis, the Interstate Highway System, that we then will have more 
money to put on the other roads, than if we contribute and build more 
of the interstate ourselves? It is only a question of dollars and cents 
in the whole program. 

Senator Gore, | think as we go along there the country is going 
to grow and the country is going to prosper, there will be more “auto 
mobiles, there will be more people, there will be more taxpayers, 
whether we adopt either of these bills or not. 

Mayor Cono. Don't you know, Senator, that I came down here some 
years ago—l have been coming here 2 years incidentally—I came here 
some years ago and I, in the city, argued against the revenue bonds on 
the sewage projects that I talked about, and I saw your 1l-minute man 
here who. gave you 1 minute, who was known as such, under Ickes, and 
I talked to him as I took off my coat. 

Senator Gore. You say, Your man.” He wasn’t my man. 

Mayor Coro. I talked to him as I took off my coat because I under- 
stood he was a 1-minute man. 

I said to him, “short-term financing.” He said “Commendable if 
you can do it.” 

We did a good portion of it in short-term financing in Detroit. 

The balance of it we put on revenue bonds. 

1 am not opposing cash. 1 would like to see you pay all your bills 
with cash and make your transactions, and your taxes reasonable. 

Senator Gore. In other words your only purpose here is to be sure 
that however we borrow the money we borrow enough to do the job 
and do it quick. 

Mayor Coxso. No, sir. As a matter of fact probably I should say 
something | shouldn't say, but we are in the city of Detroit in 5 years 
with a $634 million program, and we have reduced the debt and we 
have reduced the taxes in 5 years. 

So I don’t know the rest of the program here. But you will have 
methods I assume of more efficient operation and better operation, of 
working some of this money and still decreasing the budget and taxes 
for the ‘people. 

If you can do that and make the tax, without making the tax exces- 
sive, | am for it. 

Senator Gorr. Would you say highway construction or tax reduc- 
tion should come first 4 

Mayor Cozo. Frankly, if I were straightforward, I would say roads 
should come first. 

Senator Gore. I think you and I agree on that. 
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Mayor Coro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. I think the record ought to show we did not 
have a 1-minute man in the chair today. 

Senator Gore. On either side of the table. 

Mayor Coro, I think the Senator missed one part that he should 
have. We found that until we paid the people right down that road, 
where we said we were going to go, we had complete dissatisfaction. 

And if you doubt it, Senator McNamara can tell you. 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Mayor Cono. Where we haven't paid yet we have complete dissatis 
faction. Where we have paid, they can look forward to what they are 
going to do and it is entirely different. 

If you look forward to a cash basis, there will be a period, maybe 
not the first, but the second and third, where you will have to have 
to have considerable money because that is cash for the rights-of-way. 

Senator Gore. That brings one more question which Senator Thur 
mond touched on. 

You seemed to want to preserve the value of the tourist courts, the 
commercial properties, the filling stations, business houses. 

I can certainly share that-feeling with him. 

According to your testimony given to us here, the rights-of-way 
desired under this bill are so terrific that that would probably not be 
possible. 

The minimum would be 250 feet, according to a statement given to 
us here, from that on - to perhaps 600, 

That wouldn’t pass between many filling stations on either side of 
the present roads. 

Mayor Coxso. I am glad you raised that point. I don’t believe 
either when we went to 250 or 300 feet in cities that we would preserve 
those buildings. 

I just said it is not fair to go three blocks from them and put them 
out of business, have them a hollow shell, after we have allowed them 
to think this is Route 80 across the country. Pay them. 

Senator Gore. You mean rather than go around them, pay them. 

Mayor Coso. Pay them and move them back, as we have in m: ny 
cases. We moved two churches in Detroit for a half million dollars 
apiece on Woodward Avenue. 

But why should we go blocks back and destroy millions of dollars 
of property that people invested in and who have been paying taxes 
to support different governments, local governments, and all of a sud- 
den go three blocks back of them to get a little lower priced property. 
I don’t think that is our job as government officials. I think our job 
is to recognize the inconvenience, the fact that we put people in that 

position and make it harder for them to live and to go on. 

Senator Gore. I would say that policy presents some rather hard 
decisions. Whether you are going to spend more of the taxpayers’ 
money unnecessarily or spend less to serve the whole people. 

Mayor Coro. Aren’t they part of the whole people when you go 
through every State? 

Senator Gore. They are part, yes. 

Mayor Coso. You go through every State. You have to analyze 
each one. 

Senator Gore. We can’t build a highway system here for the benefit 
of the filling stations. 





240 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Mayor Copso. Certainly. I did not ask you to. But we go right 
through the city of Detroit. 


Senator Gore. That is a question of course that is up to the city 
of Detroit. 


I think there are some real problems involved here, many real prob- 
lems involved here in this question of rights-of-way. 

Senator Hruska. I am curious about the $300 million limitation 
of the State highway department on all total issues of revenue bonds. 

Will that be adequate to get the job done that you have in mind if 
this whole program is approved ? 

Mayor aon No. The legislature is in session now, and I can’t 
assure you what they will do. They are considering raising the limit 
to 400 or 500 million dollars. 


$500 million would do the job. They are considering raising the 
$71, million limit to $12 million. 

I can tell you how much they like it. They started out with three 
and a half million limit against the seven and a half. 

At first it was $200 million if I am not mistaken. They raised it 


themselves to $300 million without anybody asking the legislature to 
do that. 


They are contemplating raising it again. They like that. 
(The original act is as follows:) 


[State of Michigan—65th Legislature—Extra session of 1950] 


ENROLLED SENATE BILL No. 35 


Introduced by Senators Martin, Nichols, Hannan and Ryan 


AN ACT To amend the title of Act No. 205 of the Public Acts of 1941, entitled ‘‘An act 
to provide for the establishment, opening, use, discontinuing, vacating, closing, altering, 
improvement, and maintenance of limited access highways; the acquiring of property 
and property rights therefor; closing or other treatment of itnersecting roads; and for 
other related purposes,” being sections 252.51 to 252.55, inclusive, of the Compiled 
Laws of 1948; and to add to said act 10 new sections to stand as sections 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, and 15 thereof 


The People of the State of Michigan enact: 


Section 1. The title of Act No. 205 of the Public Acts of 1941, being sections 
252.51 to 252.55, inclusive, of the Compiled Laws of 1948, is hereby amended and 
10 new sections are hereby added to said act to stand as sections 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 14 and 15 theerof, said amended title and added sections to read as 
follows: 


TITLE 


An act to provide for the construction, establishment, opening, use, discontinu- 
ing, vacating, closing, altering, improvement, and maintenance of limited access 
highways; the acquiring of property and property rights therefor; closing or 
other treatment of intersecting roads; the borrowing of money and issuing bonds 
or notes payable from special funds for the acquisition, construction or improve- 
ment of such highways. 

Sec. 6. Whenever the state highway commissioner and any county, city or 
village shall agree to acquire, construct, or improve any limited access highway 
or highways as defined by this act, the state highway commissioner shall procure 
plans and specifications for such project and an estimate of the cost thereof. 
The board of county road commissioners and the board of supervisors of the 
county and the legislative body of such city or village shall, by resolution, 
— such plans, specifications and estimate of cost. 

SEc. The state highway commissioner and any county, city or village, after 
approv ol of the plans and specifications and estimate of cost as aforesaid, may 
enter into a contract or contracts providing for the acquisition, construction or 
improvement of the limited access highways proposed, which contract or con- 
tracts shall provide for the allocation of the share of the cost thereof to be 
borne by each of said governmental units and provide for the payment of the 
share of the cost thereof to be borne by each such governmental unit in annual 
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installments for a period of not exceeding 30 years. Such contract or contracts 
shall be executed by the state highway commissioner, after approval thereof 
by resolution of the state administrative board, and by the board of county road 
commissioners of each contracting county, subject to the approval of the board 
of supervisors, and by each city or village, pursuant to resolution of their respec- 
tive legislative bodies. 

Sec. 8. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this act, and to 
enable such limited access highways to be constructed, the state highway com- 
missioner is authorized to make annual contributions to the cost thereof as here- 
inbefore provided, and to make an irrevocable pledge of funds of the state high- 
way department derived from taxes imposed upon gasoline or other motor fuels, 
and on motor vehicles registered in the state for the purpose of meeting its 
annual obligations pursuant to said contract or contracts. The annual contribu- 
tions of the state highway department for any such project shall be payable 
in manner designated by the contract or contracts over a fixed period of not 
exceeding 30 years: Provided, however, Such annual contributions of the state 
highway commissioner which may be pledged to secure the payment of bonds 
or notes which may be issued under the terms of this act shall not exceed 
$3,500,000.00. 

Sec. 9. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this act, each county, 
city or village which is a party to a contract or contracts as herein authorized, 
for the construction of such limited access highways is authorized to make annual 
contributions to the cost thereof as hereinbefore provided, and to make an irrev- 
ocable pledge of funds received, and to be received, by each of said units from 
the State of Michigan derived from taxes imposed upon gasoline or other motor 
fuels, and on motor vehicles registered in the state for the purpose of meeting 
its annual obligations pursuant to said contract or contracts. The annual con- 
tributions of each county, city or village for any such project shall be payable 
in manner designated by the contract or contracts over a fixed period of not 
exceeding 30 years. 

Sec. 10. Each governmental unit that is a party to any such contract or con- 
tracts for the construction of limited access highways is also authorized to make 
an additional irrevocable pledge for a fixed period of not exceeding 30 years, of 
any contributions or funds received, or to be received, from the federal govern- 
ment or any of its agencies, or from any other source for or in aid of the project 
or combined projects provided for in said contract or contracts. 

Sec. 11. For the purpose of providing funds for the immediate construction and 
completion of the project or projects contemplated by said contract or contracts, 
either the state highway commissioner or any county, city or village that is a 
party to such contract or contracts is authorized to borrow money and issue its 
negotiable revenue’ ads or notes secured by an irrevocable pledge of the annual 
contributions required to be made by all governmental units that are parties to 
such contract or contracts, which bonds or notes shall be issued in accordance 
with, and subject to the applicable provisions of Act No. 94 of the Publie Acts 
of 1933, as now or hereafter amended, being sections 141.101 to 141.139, inclusive, 
of the Compiled Laws of 1948: Provided, however, That before such bonds or 
notes are issued by any of such governmental units, the issuance thereof shall 
be approved by resolution of the administrative board and by appropriate reso- 
lution of the board of county road commissioners of each county and the govern- 
ing body of each county, city, or village that is a party to such contract or con- 
tracts, and in that event the annual contributions required by the contract or 
contracts shall be paid to the governmental unit issuing said bonds or notes. 
Such revenue bonds or notes shall not be general obligations of the issuing 
governmental unit, but shall be payable solely from the proceeds of funds received, 
and to be received, by each of said governmental units from the state of Michigan 
derived from taxes imposed upon gasoline or other motor fuels, and on motor 
vehicles registered in the state levied and collected pursuant to law, and other 
funds pledged therefor which amounts so pledged shall constitute the first lien 
against the amount of the annual contributions required to be made by each 
governmental unit pursuant to the contract or contracts, and no governmental 
unit shall in any event be responsible for more than the amount of said taxes 
pledged by it under the terms of the contract or contracts. The total aggregate 
principal amount of bonds or notes outstanding at any one time issued under 
any of the provisions of this act shall not exceed $200,000,000.00. 

Sec. 12. The state highway commissioner or any county, city, or village con- 
tracting to pay a portion of the cost of the project or projects named in said 
contract or contracts may, at any time, pay all or any part of its unpaid annual 
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contributions in full, and raise money therefor by the issue of revenue bonds 
or notes under the applicable provisions of said Act No. {4 of the Public Acts 
of 1933, as now or hereafter amended, which bonds or notes shall not be general 
obligations of the state of Michigan or of any of said issuing municipalities or 
counties, but shall be payable solely from the proceeds of highway funds received, 
and to be received, by said governmental unit from the state of Michigan derived 
from taxes imposed upon gasoline or other motor fuels, and on motor vehicles 
registered in the state and other funds pledged therefor, to the amount of said 
annual contributions as required by the contract or contracts. 

Sec. 15. Any revenue bonds or notes issued in accordance with the provi- 
sions of this act may be registered as to both principal and interest, and if notes 
are issued, may, at the option of the holder, be exchanged for bonds in definitive 
form. 

Sec. 14. This act, without. reference to any other statute or to any charter, 
shall be deemed full authority for the purposes herein provided, and for the 
issuance and sale of bonds by this act authorized, and shall be construed as an 
additional and alternative method therefor and for the financing thereof, any 
provisions of the general laws of the state or of any charter to the contrary 
notwithstanding. This act shall not be construed to pledge the full faith and 
credit of the state of Michigan with respect to any revenue bonds or notes issued 
under the provisions of this act. 

This act is ordered to take immediate effect. 


Approved: June 7, 1950. 


Governor. 
Senator Hruska. How many bonds are outstanding now in the 
State / 
Mayor Coro. About $110 million. 


Senator Hruska. How long will it take you to get through with the 


program ¢ 

Mayor Coro. We will be through with the highway program by 
the end of 1956. 

We will be through with the Lodge by the—— 

Senator McNamara. Percentagewise Is it about 80 percent through ? 

Mayor Coro. Yes, if you took the whole job. The actual mileage is 
10 miles out of the 23. But all the overpasses are in. They are digging 
it out now and ready to go. 

Senator Hruska. I wanted it percentagewise. 

Senator McNamara. About 80 or 90 percent. 

Mayor Cono. They are using it in the State and in the rural part 
of the State. 

They are using revenue-bond financing all over. We say to you 
very frankly that this thing has permitted acceleration beyond imagi- 
nation, and I think I am speaking with people here who know that to 
be true. 

In all that period while we were carrying on the pay-as-you-go, 
people were giving us the “business” for having the streets torn up with 
nothing done. 

When we weren't paying them they said “Do I put in a new fur- 
nace, paint my house, or fix my store?” - 

How far can we go, except with the appropriation? The whole 
thing is highways as against no highways. We don’t say that you 
should issue bonds. 1 ‘merely point out to you that the amount of 
money that you set for the item will not cause us to have interstate 
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highways in a reasonable period of time. That is the main poet. 
The other point is that if you go to cash, you will have to have a large 
part of cash, either the second or third vear, to buy that land, and at 
the same time the engineering in ordering the overpasses or you are 
slowed up again where everybody will be dissatistied. 

It does require more than just the cash that appears here. 

That $750 million will buy much right-of-way. 

I have been through this. You know I have been kicked around 
for the revenue bond issue just as much as maybe you think you will. 

But when they get the result, they want it. On the other basis 
they continue to kick you, and you never get a result. 

Senator McNamara. Are you through, Senator ¢ 

Senator Hruska. That is all that I have. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Thurmond / 

Senator THurmonp, I think that is all. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Gore / 

Senator Gore. [ am all finished. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you very much, Mr. Mayor. 

I think you made a real contribution. You have given us some- 
thing to think about. 

Mr. Seegmiller / 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, the next witness is Mr. Keith 
Seegmiller, the secretary of the National Association of County Offi 
clals, 

Fora number of years it has been my pleasure and my honor to have 
been active in that association. 

I have seen Mr. Seegmiller in action. I want to say that this Na- 
tional Association of c ounty Officials is composed of, among other 
things, 42 State associations of county officials. 

Therefore they are very close to the problems in the area which will 
be covered by Mr. Seegmiller. It is a great honor to me today to 
present him and introduce him to this committee. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Senator. You can proceed in 
your own way. You have a prepared statement, I see. 


STATEMENT OF KEITH L. SEEGMILLER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Seegmititer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am Keith L. Seegmiller, executive secretary of the National Associa- 
tion of County Officials. This association is a nonprofit organization. 
established and operated for the purpose of representing the interest 
of county government in those areas of activity of the Federal Govern- 
ment which have direct relationship to the interests of the counties. 

Our direct interest in the Federal-aid highway program goes back 
to the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 which contained the initial 
authorization for Federal funds for secondary roads. Our organiza- 
tion has members in all of the States of the Union and in more than 
two-thirds of the individual counties of the country. 

We are highly honored by Senator Hruska’s association with our 
membership. He was a vice president and would have been the 
president I am sure but our constituents felt he was needed in Con- 


gress. I think our loss is only exceeded by your gain. 
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Senator McNamara. We agree with that. 

“5° Srremiier. Without known objection from any county official, 
the National Association of County Officials has consistently sup- 
ported the basic principles of the Highway Act of 1944 as continued 
in force by the several amendments since that date. For a time 
counties encountered some conflicts, limitations, and lack of under- 
standing in their attempts to adjust to the Federal program. In 
some instances these were, or were thought to be, due to inadequacies 
in the Federal law or the administration of it. 

But those early problems have all been substantially solved and 
the Federal act and the Federal administration no longer present any 
noteworthy obstacles to county participation in the program. In- 
adequacies in State and county relations, including In many cases 
provisions of State law, have been solved to a large extent and wide- 
spread conscious effort to solve those remaining is making good 
progress in almost every State in the Union. 

A number of studies now being made of State-local highway rela- 
tions and of local highway administration give promise of important 
advancement in removing obstacles rooted in State-local relations. 
in short, insofar as adjustments have not already been made to per- 
mit counties to gain full benefit of the Federal program, necessary 
adjustments are now in progress for reasonably early completion. 

We have consistently approved, and wish to bring specifically to 
the attention of this committee, the official recognition thus far given 
that we have in the country a single highway system. For con- 
venience in discussion and administration, we have identified the 
parts of our highway system as “interstate,” “primary,” “secondary,” 
and “urban.” 

In some instances this terminology has tended toward thinking as if 
we, in fact, had several separate highway systems and not one system 
within which the named parts are highly interdependent elements of 
a single whole. None of the named categories can properly be em- 
phasized at the expense of the others. 

For example, counties recognize the great needs of the main traffic 
arteries which can be met at “only very high cost. Accordingly, we 
have supported and now support proposals fora major national effort 
to modernize these main arteries. But the interstate and primary 
needs should not be allowed to obscure, as they sometimes tend to do, 
either the secondary and urban needs or the Federal responsibility to 
share the burden of providing for them. 

There is a real Federal interest in and responsibility for secondary 
roads for mail routes, defense transportation, interstate commerce, and 
the general welfare. The secondary system is part of the single na- 
tional network in which the Federal interest should be coextensive 
with the interstate and nationwide nature of modern automobile traf- 
fic. On these grounds, we have opposed proposals sometimes made in 
the past, and we will oppose any such proposals in the future, for sub- 
stantial reduction or elimination entirely of Federal funds for the 
secondary system. 

Counties would not ask for any adjustments in the matching ratio, 
50-50, for secondary roads. Federal contributions under that ratio 
are thought by county officials generally to bear a fair and reasonable 
relationship to Federal responsibility for the secondary roads. A 
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larger Federal contribution toward interstate roads would not, | 
believe, encounter objection from county officials. There seem to be 
sound grounds for Federal assumption of a greater portion of the 
burden of the Interstate System. 

The traditional division, percentagewise, of Federal-aid highway 
funds between the primary, secondary, and urban systems has been 
regarded by county officials as proper. I believe they would object to 
any substantial departure from the practice of the last 10 years in this 
respect. S. 1048 pending before this committee is consistent with the 
foregoing considerations, substantially maintaining the traditional 
balance between the primary, secondary, and urban segments of the 
system and recognizing the heavy and very costly needs of the inter- 
state segment. 

The amount of money authorized by S. 1048, although considerably 
larger than that provided by present law, would still be less than the 
amount required to meet the estimated need for each of the various 
systems. County officials recognize the need especially on the second- 
ary system and would approve expenditure as promptly and fully as 
possible to eliminate deficiencies in the highway network. 

However, many counties are limited in their revenue potential by 
debt and tax ceilings and whether money can be raised by them to 
match the increased Federal funds that would be authorized by S. 
1048 is not entirely free from doubt. Experience over the past 10 
years is persuasive, however, that the necessary matching funds would 
be forthcoming. 

Thus far, none of the Federal appropriations for the secondary sys 
tem has lapsed for failure to ia True, there have been individual 
counties unable to raise matching money in a good many particular 
instances. In all such cases, however, effective alternatives have been 
found. Sometimes the needed revenue has been supplied from State 
sources either by grants-in-aid to counties or by the States taking over 
responsibility for the secondary roads to be improved. In some in- 
stances funds not matched by counties have been used by the States 
themselves on State secondary roads. Sometimes such unmatched 
funds allocated to particular counties have been reallocated to other 
counties able to match them. 

More frequently, however, funds allocated have been matched and 
used directly by the counties themselves. This has been generally true, 
for example, in New Jersey, Michigan, Minnesota, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Iowa, Kansas, Alabama, Mississippi, California, and 
Washington, and there are others. I did not attempt to make the list 
complete. 

In these and some other States there is nothing to indicate that 
increased funds as called for by S. 1048 would not be matched directly 
by the counties. My information is that only in Nebraska has there 
been a near miss of matching which threatened lapse of Federal funds. 
But even there no lapse has actually occurred and adjustments now 
completed in that State have rendered unlikely any lapse in the future. 

One way or another all Federal secondary funds have been matched 
thus far and used on the secondary system fully to effectuate the Fed- 
eral purpose in the appropriating of the funds. The pressure of need 
for improving the secondary system and the inducement of sharing the 
cost with the Federal Government may reasonably be expected to gen- 
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erate the local effort and ingenuity required to match the increased 
amounts of Federal aid that would be authorized by S. 1048. 

We view S. 1048 as an immediate practical step to advance highway 
improvement, although the advancement under it would be very far 
short of fully meeting the estimated need. We do not view this bill 
as the exclusive and maximum remedy to be provided. 

If S. 1048 should become law, we would still be free to e xplore and 
mele pe avenues for even greater effort toward highway improve- 
ment. 1048 has the virtue, however, of utilizing an existing frame- 
work einen approved and found usable by each of the several 
levels of government interested in highway improvement. Counties 
have learned to work in the program as presently constituted. They 
can continue in it without delay or interruption, and there should be a 
minimum of objection or controversy to enlargement of the program 
within this established framework. 

Upon the other hand, new methods and procedures for a greatly 
enlarged highway program will confront the Congress with divergent 
points of view requiring reconciliation for an expanded program on 
new and untried bases. That will be a task requiring time and un- 
avoidable delay . 

In the interim, however, an enlarged program substantially as set 
forth in S. 1048 should be the means of uninterrupted progress for- 
ward pending exploration of a decision upon proposals for addi- 
tional and supplemental means for solving the entire problem. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. Are there any questions, remarks or com- 
ments ¢ 

Senator Gore / 

Senator Gore. I take it from your statement that you would object 
fo an earmarking of the same amount for secondary and primary 
roads as is spent now for the next 30 years while spending all of the 
augmented program, every dollar of it, on the — ite ? 

Mr. Sereminter. That is the one thing that we are apprehensive of, 
Senator. We are a little afraid that the anil upon the Inter- 
state System not only will perhaps limit us but practically siphon off 
funds from State scurces so we won't even get what we are getting 
now, 

Senator Gorr. Don't you think if they had tried real hard they 
could have found some place in America where another type of road 
needed some additional expenditure ? 

Mr. Seremttier. Oh, ves. My State should be improved. 

Senator Gore. Don’t you suppose that within the next 30 years 
just about every mile of that seven hundred-some-odd thousand miles 
will need some improvement ? 

Mr. SeeGMitier. I think there is no doubt about it. 

Senator Gore. Perhaps relocation, perhaps rebuilding entirely. 

Mr. SEEGMILLER. Substantially, Iam sure of that. 

Senator Gore. Do you think that could be done on the basis of the 
current program ? 

Mr. SEeGMILuer. I would cert: uy be the last to accept the current 
program as a limit for 80 years. I do not think it could be done on 
the basis of the current program, no. 

Senator Gore. Then you agree, as I see you do from your program, 
that we have really one highway system and we should not discriminate 
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in favor of a particular type of road to the prejudice of the other types 
ot roads ¢ 

Mr. Seremitver. That isright: ves. Imbalance is one thing that we 
are apprehensive of at the present time. 

Senator Gore. Particularly when a great majority of the people and 
six-sevenths of the traflic is on the type of road against which prejudice 
is sought to be practiced ¢ 

Mr. SeRGMILLER. Yes, sil 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This gentleman and 
I got along famously. 

Senator THurmonp. Are you specifically endorsing either of the 
two bills before the committee / 

Mr. SEEGMILLER. No, Senator. I meant to say that the principles 
of the program for the last 10 years we have endorsed. Whether 
S. 1048 has the correct amount in each instance I do not know. 1 
have indicated that perhaps counties could match the secondary 
funds. There is some little doubt in my mind on that. Whether 
there is enough in that bill for the Interstate System I wouldn't ex 
press an opinion. Maybe it should be more. I did intend to en 
dorse the principle of the existing program which I take it S. 1048 
would merely enlarge, if I understand 1048 correctly. It would en 
large the existing program. 

Senator THurmonp. What would be your reaction to continuing 
the present system as we are now doing and then provision being 
made for this Interstate System which would be an entirely new and 
independent system of roads ¢ 

Mr. SercMILLer. With just one qualification, I would have no ob 
jection to it. If your word “continue” means to limit it to the exact 
amount. But if it means continue it in principle and adjust the 
smounts to the needs as best we can in the future then 1 would have 
no objection. 

As I said to Senator Gore a moment ago I would certainly hesi 
tate to fix the amounts available and limit us to that extent for 30 
vears to come. 

Senator Gore. In other words, do you agree with me that a large 
part of these anticipated 80 million automobiles are still going to be 
on the primary, urban, and secondary roads / 

Mr. SrremiLier. Senator, those seeing it from the county court- 
house doors still see those automobiles. They are still out there. We 
have to provide for them. 

Senator THurmonp. That is all that I have. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Gore / 

Senator Gore. Is there anything basically wrong with the present 
program that has been developed out of years of cooperation and ex 
perience, that more money and a shifting of emphasis to meet chang- 
ing conditions will not cure ? 

Mr. SerGmitier. Nothing that I can see and that our county peo 
ple can see. They would be happy to see the present framework con 
tinue. We get along with it. So far as our problems are concerned 
we would like to go along with the present framework. 

Senator McNamara, Anything else? 

If not, thank you very much “for your fine statement. You have 
made a contribution to the record. 

Senator Gore, have you set a date for the next meeting / 
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Senator Gore. Wednesday at 10 o’clock. 


The Council of State 
Governors will appear. 


Senator McNamara. Without objection we will adjourn until 
Wednesday at 10 a. m. 


(Thereupon, at 4:15 p. m., the committee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m. Wednesday, March 2, 1955.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 2, 1955 


Unrrep Staves SENATE, COMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusriic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore (presiding), Symington, Thurmond, Mc- 
Namara, Neuberger, Martin, Case, and Bush. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is very pleased and feels that it is very honored and 
distinguished today to have three of the Nation’s outstanding gov- 
ernors to appear before it. Ordinarily the Chair cannot properly 
show partiality but in this case I hope Governors Kennon and Kohler 
will appreciate the partiality of the Chair, and I dare say of this com- 
mittee, to former Senator and now Governor, Ed Johnson. 

Will you just stand a moment, Senator Johnson / 

Welcome back. [Applause. ] 

Governor Jounson. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Now we will return to protocol and impartiality of 
the hearing. 

The first governor to appear is chairman of the Governors’ Confer- 
ence, Governor Robert J. Kennon of the State of Louisiana. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT J. KENNON, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Governor Kennon. I am pleased to see so many Senators and Gov- 
ernors. Maybe it is prophetic. Maybe the chairman will also be a 
Governor. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Governor. I have no such _ lofty 
ambition. 

Governor Kennon. Senator, I am at your disposal. 

Senator Gorr. You have a prepared statement / 

Governor Kennon. I have a prepared statement which I would like 
to file, yet I beg to be excused hen reading the statement. I prefer 
to testify. 

Senator Gorr. The statement will be included in the record. 

(The statement is as follows :) 

I am Robert F. Kennon, Governor of Louisiana, and chairman of the national 
Governors’ Conference. The national Governors’ Conference, organized in 1908 
and composed of governors of all the 48 States and Territories, has throughout 


its history concerned itself with matters of major interest to the States and 
the country. 
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The Governors’ Conference meets annually, discusses governmental problems 
of immediate and acute interest, and develops suggested solutions for these 
problems which are made available to all of the States. It has, we believe, 
established an enviable record for constructive action and efficient administra- 
tion. 

At the 46th annual meeting of the Governors’ Conference at Bolton Landing 
in New York State last July, the most important one subject discussed was, 
“What can and should be done to modernize our highway system to conform 
to present-day needs.” 

The President of the United States, in a message to this annual meeting of the 
Governors’ Conference, outlined the problem and suggested that the governors of 
the States explore the question in detail and submit to him a suggested plan and 
program for its solution. He emphasized that the problem of construction, main- 
tenance, and operation of highways had always been a subject of major concern, 
and was the primary responsibility of the States; that he was most anxious to 
strengthen State government and to provide the greatest degree of Federal coop- 
eration with the States in the solution of present and expanding governmental 
problems. One of these, he stated, was the highway problem, and this required 
immediate action in the interests of national defense and our expanding economy. 

This proposal met with immediate and enthusiastic response. For a number 
of years, the Governors’ Conference has worked on the problem of a more exten- 
sive and adequate highway system. Upon several occasions, it has urged the 
Congress to repeal the Federal gasoline tax, which has never been dedicated to 
highways, so as to make that additional source of revenue available for the con- 
struction of roads. The Congress has not seen fit to adopt this proposal, but the 
need still exists, and has become more acute. 

The conference directed the executive committee of the Governors’ Conference 
to undertake at the earliest possible time an extensive study of the problem and 
to prepare a report to the President. As chairman of the Governors’ Conference, 
I appointed a special Governors’ Conference committee on highways. This com- 
mittee worked diligently. It directed its attention to the highway needs of the 
country on a State-by-State basis, and to the most effective and expeditious man- 
ner in which such needs could be met. 

It likewise directed attention to the problem of maintaining and strengthening 
Federal-State relations through which State governments have the responsibility 
for the construction, maintenance, operation, and control of highways—at the 
same time, the Nation as a whole could have the benefit of this critically needed 
Interstate System of adequate roads. 

The special committee on highways completed its study, developed its sug- 
gested plan, and presented it to the executive Committee of the Governors’ Con- 
ference late last fall. After circulation of this report among the governors in all 
the States, and after careful consideration, the executive committee of the Gov- 
ernors’ Conference unanimously approved the report and submitted it to the 
President early in December. This report, so conceived, developed, and sub- 
mitted, was in complete accord with the President’s recent message on highways 
to the Congress. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to present now the Hon- 
Grable Walter J. Kohler, Governor of Wisconsin, and chairman of the Governors’ 
Conference special committee on highways, who will discuss the highway situ- 
ation and the Governors’ viewpoint more fully with you. 


Senator Gorr. Would you summarize your statement, Governor ? 

Governor Kennon. Gentlemen of the committee, my being here is 
not entirely as a volunteer. In Bolton Landing, N. Y., we had the 
annual conference of governors last summer. At that conference the 
President of the United States saw fit to unfold or reveal a Yew a 
desire to do something about the backward condition of the Nation’s 
highways. 

There is no need for me to say what the President's message there in- 
cluded. In brief it was that our system of highways was really i in 
need of improvement. For the sake of the safety of the people using 
them, for the sake of the Nation’s safety on n: itional defense and of 
course for the sake of the Nation’s economy and because of the growth 
of population and the growth in number and use of vehicles. So that 
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he requested the Governors to consider a cooperative plan of Improving 
our national road system on the part of the State and its subdivisions 
and the Federal Government, and reiterated that in his opinion the 
actual buile ling and polici ing of roads was prope rly au State function, 

‘2 local government function as the case might be. 

ie compliance with that suggestion the national Governors’ Con 
fe rence passed a resolution directing the executive committee, which 
is the active agency of the conference between its NLU: il conferences, 
to devise a method of complying with the President's request. A com 
mittee was appointed, a special road committee of the national goy 
ernors’ conference with Gov. Walter Kohler, of Wisconsin, as chau 
man, 

On that committee were representative governors from the eastern 
seaboard, from the Far West, the Middle West, and even from the 
wild wastes of Texas. After careful consideration of the problem as 
a whole, and after a conference with other mm ile interested, and 
after a conference with our own highway officials, because the Ameri- 

“in Association of State Highway Officials have had a ver v efficient 
organization which has, I be lieve, been before this committee, and you 
cannot help but be impressed by the know-how of that group. 

It is miuc ‘+h more than the know-how, as far as I am concerned, of the 
governors’ conference and I am proud of the fact’ that they are a 
part of the State organization. They incidentally have been in close 
cooperation _ the Federal Bureau of Public Roads. I am a non- 
bureau man. I do not believe too much in Federal bureaus, but I do 
feel that the Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway com- 
missions have accomplished a great deal in the way of bettering the 
Nation’s highways and in laying the groundwork for this plan that is 
now being proposed. 

In conjunction with and in coordination with the State highway 
officials and with an eye to the existing setup, not to come out with 
something entirely new that would be untried, the national governors” 
conference recommended to the President personally how we thought 
the State and Federal Government could best cooperate on this grand 
highway plan. As things were going it would require something like 
5O years or more to finish it. 

Senator Gore. When you use the word “grand” are you using it 
a part of the proper name of the plan or as an adjective / 

Governor Krennon. As an adjective, I presume. As a part of the 
impetus that we wanted to give, the governors’ highway plan is basi- 
cally and simply this, Senator, and I am pleased that you should be 
. airman of this committee because you are the one man in Washing- 
ton that I think is the man we need to talk with, and I hope to visit 
with you in your office when I do not have somebody taking down every 
word that T sa 


Senator endl That can be taken two ways, but you shall be wel- 
come. 

Governor KENNon. The governors’ conference actually wants to get 
on a genuine understanding with the members of the Senate commit- 
tee and with the Members of the Senate. But in general our plan, 
the suggestion we made to the President, was that we continue the 
local and national cooperation. By “local” I mean State and loeal. 
The details of that plan will be given to you by Governor Kohler who 


as 
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has it wonderfully under command. 1 will simply state the back- 
ground of it. 

This governors’ conference came to the conclusion and recognized 
the fact that unless the Federal Government assumed primary “finan- 
cial responsibility for this Interstate System of roads, this 40,000 
miles that the highway officials brought before your committee I am 
sure better than I could, that the system would not be built within 
the planable or foreseeable future. It will be 20, 30, 40, 50, or 60 years 
or never before you would have one road from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific, or from the Great Lakes or the Canadian border to the gulf. 
[t just was not working out that way. 

You have not sat in the governor’s chair like some of these other 
gentlemen have, and Governor Johnson, but it is true that of necessity 
the State governors have to obey the will of the majority of the people 
of any State to make huge expenditures for across-the-nation roads 
at the expense of and for the convenience of the local peoples and cities 
and county seats in the State. We do fairly by the Nation’s system. 
We are building 30 miles of 4-lane road at this point in northern 
Louisiana and we are completing 140 miles of 4-lane free roads in south 
Louisiana from New Orleans to Baton Rouge and on over to Krotz 
Springs. 

We are building some trunkline type highways. Yet the fact 
remains that immediately a lot of those four-lane highways become 
busy thoroughfares, and commercial institutions and installations 
virtually take them over and choke them, just like grass chokes a 
pathway, they choke the road as an instrument of national travel. 
So that the States are not building and in our opinion will not build 
on the Federal matching plan, even though that Federal matching 
plan be doubled or tripled; that you will not get a road built, say 
U. S. 80 from Savannah to San Diego, or I can name other United 
States roads east and west in crossing the Mississippi, for instance, 
and one at Chicago. 

We do not believe those roads will be built unless the Federal 
Government assumes primary responsibility for the financing of the 
Interstate System requiring no more of the States than has already 
been required of them. Anything short of that just will not produce 
the roads that could mean the difference in national defense. 

I happened to be in Germany and to have seen the autobahns 
during World War IT and I know the reasoning behind it. There 
the federal government did build the federal roads. 

I would say, too, gentlemen of the committee, that the States, 
under the recommendation of the President, which was substantially 
the recommendation of the governors conference, the State gover- 
nors and the highway commissions in proposing this plan did not 
dump the whole matter into the lap of the Federal Government. A 
minimum plan of immediate need is $101 billion. 7 plan of what 
is probably more nearly true may be $200 billion. I do not believe 
anybody knows what our roads need. 

Senator Gorr. Governor, there has been a good deal of testimony 
presented here that the States would have difficulty matching the 
funds provided in the bill which I have introduced. That prompts 
me to inquire of you how the States will raise their part of this so- 

called $101 billion program when as a matter of fact the bill before 
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us only provides for $25 billion. There is a wide gap between $25 
billion and $101 billion which I understand is to be raised by the 
States. 

Governor Kennon. Governor Kohler will show you the history of 
what the States have done since 1945 toward road financing, and it 
is revealing, the geometric projection of what the States have pro- 
vided. The governor’s dentaeohck of course is not a Congress and 
it is in truth a conference, and we have no right to tell the United 
States what they should do, other than to encourage them and to give 
them the benefit of what other States are doing. 

But as an instance, Louisiana took $50 million out of surplus in 
January in a 5-day special session and put it on roads. We took 
$22 million in 1953 out of sales tax and put it on roads. We took 
from the dock board in New Orleans a portion of the gasoline tax 
and put $30 million on roads in 1952. That is over and above the 
normal revenues and the normal State expenditures. 

Governor Kohler has the figures, but if nothing else were done, if 
it runs as is, I think the normal State expenditures would be approxi- 
mately half of the $101 billion, more than that. Anticipating in- 
creases it would be maybe between 50 and 60 billion dollars. So we 
have to only accelerate about what we ask you to accelerate. We ask 
you to keep your present plan of Federal aid and accelerate to the 
tune of about $25 billion to build the National Road System. Our 
acceleration that we look to our States to do is approximately yours. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond? 

Senator Tuurmonp. Governor, is there any question in your mind 
that we need this fine Interstate System of roads from the standpoint 
of interstate commerce and national defense and service to the people? 

Governor Kennon. Senator Thurmond, I just cannot conceive of 
anybody not conceding that that is not only a need but a real necessity. 
If you would travel the length of this National System you will see 
the congestion of traffic where it has not been protected as a through- 
way type road. It isa crying need. From the military viewpoint 
I am interested in seeing that as a matter of egress from our urban 
centers. 

The governors put that into their plan, that there should be essen- 
tial urban feeders into the Interstate System, so that the people, where 
the great groups of them live, would have ready access to it. I think 
we would be just closing our eyes to necessity if we do not build this 
National System. 

Senator THurmonp. In this day of airborne armies, and when 
troops have to be moved quickly from-one seetion of a country to 
another, is it not more essential than ever that a fine system of roads 
be built that will care for the transport that will be essential in the 
event of an emergency ? 

Governor Kennon. Senator Thurmond, I know you have been pres- 
ident of the National Reserve Officers’ Association, I know that you 
have a lot of military information. I believe sincerely that if these 
roads were not going to be used by the public, if they were just to be 
put in for military purposes, that it would be a necessity that America 
spend this.$25 billion to have that network of national-defense arter- 
ies to transport men and material for strategic viewpoints. 

Mr. Peterson, former governor and head of the governors’ confer- 
ence, and the Civil Defense Chairman of the United States, from 
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his viewpoint they are planning no more on shelters from atomic 
attack but to get out of there. Don’t duck—move out. From that 
viewpoint, you have to go a long distance now. It is not sufficient 
to go 3 or 4 miles. 

From that viewpoint, to save the lives of the people in our con- 
gested cities, I think that would justify this expenditure. 

Senator Tuurmonp. That reason alone you feel would justify these 
roads to evacuate the cities and save millions of lives? 

Governor Kennon. In time of war, and to put our soldiers, airmen, 
and supplies at strategic points. I feel this would make America much 
safer. 

Senator Tuurmonp. As to the method of finance, do you have any 
particular method that you would suggest to this committee as being 
preferable over other methods? 

Governor Krennon. No, sir. The governors made alternate recom- 
mendations to the President that it would be a happy circumstance 
if you could appropriate it out of surplus. Louisiana had $50 million 
of surplus and appropriated it this year. 

Senator Tiurmonp. Out of what surplus did you speak of? 

Governor Krnnon. I say it would be happy if you had a surplus of 
money, if you had a Federal Treasury and could take a part of what 
we had and build a system. 

Senator THurMonp. Yes; but we owe billions of dollars. In view 
of that what system does the governors’ conference recommend to 
finance this system ? 

Governor Krnnon. The governors’ conference made alternate rec- 
ommendations. Out of current revenues, out of the possibility of 
any sort of equitable funding of the gasoline tax. The governors 
have always had the feeling that the gasoline tax collected by the 
Federal Government should go into roads. In ‘alculating the amount 
of this $25 billion it was possible—for instance, had this been a State 
income and I were working out of a State budget, and it were millions 
instead of billions, in proportion, it would have been easy enough for 
funding 1 cent of g gasoline tax for a $125 million bond issue. We 
funded a half cent in my State for a $30 million bond issue. 

If it were possible for the Federal Government to do it as we do 
it in the States, to fund, to issue revenue bonds, whether full faith 
and credit bonds of the State or agency bonds of the State, the high- 
way users’ tax would amount to $214 billion a year in the Federal 
Treasury. That would pay for it in 11 or 12 years, even with the 
gasoline tax only. 

Senator Case. Governor, when you refer to the $214 billion in the 
Federal Treasury as being the highway- -users’ tax, you include excise 
taxes and a great many other things, such as tax on gasoline and oil? 

Governor Kennon. That is the total. That is looking at it from 
the States’ viewpoint, being selfish. That is when we are putting 
just as much of an addition as we can on the Federal Government 
and accusing you of being mean and collecting highway-users’ taxes 
and not putting it on roads. It is the full figure I think. 

Senator THurmonp. Are the governors taking a position that the 
present gasoline tax should be allocated to the payment of the cost of 
this construction or that additional gasoline taxes should be placed 
on and not allocate the present gasoline tax ? 
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Governor Kennon. The governors have traditionally taken the 
yosition that the gasoline tax is a highway users’ tax and it is a field 
in which the Federal Government might never well have entered but 
left to the States. It is an emergency measure. That has been the 
position of the governors’ conference over the years. 

As to what their position is today it would not be fair for me to 
say except, in general, that they have the feeling that if the Federal 
Government kept the gasoline tax, that it would not be unwise for 
the Federal Congress to at least use the gasoline tax toward roads. 

When you talk about financing, we were justified in the State using 
20 or 25 years of a 1-cent gasoline tax in a 5 or 10 year program 
provided it built roads that would last through the period of the tax 
collection. This type of road is a road that will be in good existence 
with a lot of real estate value to it beside the surfacing at the time the 
last one of these junior bonds would be paid off that were suggested 
in the Clay report. 

Senator Tuurmonp. If this system of interstate roads would be 
built, state whether or not in your opinion it would be more practical 
and feasible to build these roads completely new rather than try to 
widen present roads and destroy improvements along those roads. 
Give us your view. 

Governor Kennon. Senator Thurmond, there would be difficulties 
about relocations. I believe that the majority of the members of the 
governors’ conference—and we would accept it as it came along— 
would be in favor of making this engineeringly an ideal system of 
across-the-nation roads. That is another advantage of having the 
Federal Government do it because we could blame the big bad wolf 
in Washington for some of the things we would have to do locally. 

Senator TuHurmonp. In other words, free from any entanglement 
or practical consideration of the present road system which is already 
overtaxed now ? 

Governor Kennon. Yes, sir. They should be used when they are 
obviously and plainly and easily usable and they should be discarded 
whenever they demand it. 

May I say this about the Federal Government building these roads: 
We are asking that the States build them under the current plan with 
the Bureau of Public Roads, where the standards have to be met but 
where the actual contract letting and control and policing, and even- 
tual maintenance, Senator Case, remains with the States. If you have 
ever bought anything on the installment plan—you may not have—it 
is that continuing cost. This system, if it is built by Federal funds, 
the $25 billion system, will have to be maintained with State funds. 

I do not know how many years it will take for us to get even with 
you but eventually we will get even with you if we have the main- 
tenance. 

Senator Case. Governor, since you directed your remark to me when 
you spoke of maintenance, I do want to mention that there is a problem 
of maintenance in some of the Northern States that the Southern 
States do not have, and that is snow removal, and sometimes that 
becomes quite a heavy burden on the States. 

Do you feel that the entire maintenance responsibility should rest 
with the States on the Interstate System ? 

Governor Kennon. Senator Case, I believe so, because if you ever 
started nursing, letting the States make another Federal contact and 
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nursing off of that faucet, I do not know when you could wean them, 
or how many more States would want to get on. 

You speak of snow up North. How about floods down South 
where we get under water at times in Louisiana? We would need 
Federal aid on maintenance. 

Senator Gore. You mean they push it off the highways in the North 
and we get it in the South ? 

Governor Kenyon. Yes. Assoon as it melts it becomes our problem. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. In Pennsylvania it costs us $12 million a year to 
remove the snow, and more than that as far as floods are concerned. It 
is getting to be an enormous figure. 

enator THuRMOND. You are catching it both ways. 

Senator Martin. Are you through ? 

Senator THurmonp. Go ahead. 

Senator Martin. I think, Governor, we are all in agreement that 
it is necessary for the United States to have a better system of inter- 
state roads. I think it is deplorable. My last military job in World 
War II was to move troops—I mentioned this to Senator Gore the 
other day—move troops 1,600 miles overland from Pennsylvania down 
to your State. It was necessary for our engineers—and we only took 
our light stuff, we did not take any of the heavy stuff—it was necessary 
for our engineers to repair bridges, cut out curves, and so on in order to 
make a movement like that. There ought to be speed of course in mili- 
tary movements. 

I think the big hurdle we have to make in this is the matter of 
financing. We could enact a law of an additional cent gasoline tax and 
it would build all of these roads in 30 years. Of course the plan now 
is to do it in 10 years and I hope we can work out something by which 
these roads may be completed in 10 years. 

You governors have gone into this pretty carefully. I have talked 
to several governors. Are you the one to speak, or someone else, as 
to what you think of this bond plan, and whether it is feasible? Are 
you the one or is it someone else? 

Governor Kennon. I am willing to go on record as to how I feel 
about it. Of course basically I respect Senator Byrd as one of the 
finest Americans and feel that he certainly has good ideas on financing. 
‘There are many people who cannot pay their bills with cash, and have 
to use the Salottenuns plan. I think it is perfectly obvious that the 
United States is going to have to buy these roads on credit. Then I 
think it becomes immaterial as to whether they are junior bonds or 
senior bonds. 

There is enough gasoline money coming in over the period of the life 
of these roads to pay for them at the present rate. So the governors 
have proposed that the Federal Government keep the—we do not tell 
you to keep the gasoline tax, we keep asking you to turn it loose and 
put up $25 billion in roads. If you issue these authority bonds they 
would be paid for out of the current tax over the life of the roads. 
And it also might be mentioned that you sort of owe the States a good 
deal of that gasoline tax that has been going into the Federal Treas- 
ury. If you had not been collecting that road tax the years that it 
has been on, your national debt would be bigger today. 

Senator Gore. I want to call to the attention of the committee that 
we have 3 distinguished governors, all of whom are as busy as Sena- 








NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 257 


tors can possibly be, and I would like for us to ration the time so that 
all 3 of them can be heard this morning. 

Just to make an arbitrary division, I would suggest we have the 
privilege of hearing Governor Kennon 10 more minutes and then 
Governor Kohler for 40 minutes, and that would leave 30 minutes for 
Governor Johnson. He is not very long winded anyway. 

I hope you will understand, Governor Kennon, we have a memorial 
exercise today for the late Senator Maybank, and we all want to be 
there. 

Governor Kennon. I would like to yield 5 of my minutes to the 
memorial exercise or to the other gentlemen. 

Senator Mart. Mr. Chairman, I think the governors all realize 
that the last road bill we practically appropriated the amount of the 
gasoline tax. I am not going into the details of how much work we 
had to do in order to get that done. I just came from a long talk 
with Senator Byrd on this financing. Of course I have a great deal 
of sympathy for Harry Byrd’s viewpoint. I am terribly worried 
about the debt of America, and so are you. 

Senator Gore. I did not mean to cut you off. I just wanted to call 
the time to the attention of the committee. 

Governor Krennon. I am worried about the debt of America, too. 
If you have things that have to be done, for the folks in the hospital, 
for example, you worry about the hospital care but you still tell them 
to get the nurse and to get the specialists. 

fenton Gore. Governor, you said you thought we were going to 
have to borrow money to build these roads ¢ 

Governor Krennon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Assuming you are correct in that, do you think 
we should finance the borrowing in the most economical way for the 
taxpayer; that is, at the lowest possible rate of interest, or should we 
finance it in a way without particular regard to the rate of interest / 

Governor Kennon. I think that the necessity of building the roads 
is such that the differential is not too material. There are certain 
tax advantages and economic advantages, I hear the experts say—and 
I am not one of them—that give you good reason for doing it in 
either one of two ways. I think the important thing to do is to get 
the bill passed and the roads financed. 

Senator Gore. You didn’t answer my question, though. 

Governor Krnnon. I will proceed further and say that the gov- 
ernors would be happy if the Senate were to finance it in a plan that 
would meet Senator Byrd’s idea or the Clay report’s idea or the 
President’s report or a new idea. 

Senator Gore. You want the roads? 

Governor Kennon. We feel that America would be as dilatory 
or as neglectful as a man not doing what is right for his folks in the 
hospital if they do not build this road system. I feel that this 
Congress almost must build the road system. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara, you have not had an oppor- 
tunity yet? 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. No questions, thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 
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Senator Case. I would like to direct a line of questioning on one 
facet that Governor Kennon mentioned. He said at one point that 
the States would like to be able to lay the responsibility on the Fed- 
eral Government for making certain decisions. That is not exactly 
the wording that you used. I assume that you had in mind the 
selection of the abebannt 

Governor Kennon. Yes, sir. The present plan, so far all the 
State highway officials will tell you that they and the Bureau of 
Public Roads have gotten along marvelously well for two people 
living in the same household. I think that you have a modus oper- 
andi that has worked. I would be cheerful as a Governor in con- 
tinuing to follow Federal standards although I would still reserve 
the right sometime to suggest a little difference here and a little 
difference there but let the Federal standards prevail. 

Senator Case. It would seem to me, Governor, that we might strike 
a happy medium between the two if we were to preserve some way in 
which the voice of the States could be heard somewhat. I have a fear 
that if you go as far as you have suggested that it will not be long until 
the police powers of the States will be imperiled. 

I am wondering if you have given any thought to the possibility of 
having the States share with the Federal Government the responsi- 
bility in the location of these roads between the control points. 

Governor Kennon. Senator Case, I believe that has been the custom. 
I think if a State makes a recommendation and if the Bureau of Public 
Roads passes on that recommendation and the State recommendation 
is only not followed, then they have good reason to say that it does 
not meet the desired requisites. I will have to say that I would prefer 
that Alf. Johnson, who is with the State highway officials and who 
has been before you and is available in Washington, knows more about 
that than Ido. It has been a little burdensome to get along with the 
Bureau of Public Roads but it has been tolerable. 

Senator Cass. I happen to know of some pending controversies be- 
tween State commission proposals right now and the Bureau of Public 
Roads on the development of interstate routes. 

Governor Kgennon. Senator, I plead lack of knowledge on that. I 
will say that Louisiana gets along with them with a minimum of fric- 
tion. 

Senator Case. I wondered also, if this is to be a true Interstate Sys- 
tem, if the system should not provide for such extension as would 
make it possible to have at least one north and south route and one 
east and west route in each State. I raised that question particularly 
with you because I know that the system as set up in 1947 has two east- 
west routes across Louisiana but nothing north and south. 

I thought that both in Arkansas and Louisiana there might appro- 
priately be a road designated which would run from, say, Baton Rouge 
— crossing the east-west Shreveport-Jackson road on up to Little 
Rock. 

Governor Krennon. Senator Case, if you knew that territory—and 
I fly over it by airplane at least once a week—you would understand 
why there is no road through there. It is just like this area in Colo- 
rado. You can see that there are mountains there. 

Senator Casr. Suppose it went as far east as Shreveport? Would 
that still hold true? 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 259 

Governor Kennon. We have a road from Baton Rouge to Shreve- 
port, a State road, but I do not think too many people out of State 
use it. It is 4-lane for the first 60 miles, and wide and decent for the 
rest of the way. 

Senator Case. Was that built entirely by State funds / 

Governor Kennon. It is on the primary system partially but it was 
not in the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. You would prefer to keep that that way and not 
have it developed as a part of the Interstate System ‘ 

Governor Kennon. From what I hear the State highway officials 
say, if you ever undertake to put a State flavor into this Interstate 
System and try to take care of the several States, you are never going 
to get enough agreement to build a national system. I believe that 
you would better take this. 

Senator Casr. Who made the selection in 1946? 

Governor Kennon, It was done in conjunction with the State and 
Federal highways, and frankly I do not know enough about it except 
in general. 

Senator Case. Would you say that the 1947 selection was neces- 
sarily binding and should be continued ? 

Governor Kennon. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. Regardless of any developments or population 
trends that may have taken place since? 

Governor Kennon. No,sir. But in the absence of a general agree- 
ment on a different system I would say you would have to stay with 
it. I would not want to leave this system until we were in agree- 
ment on another system. The same with the financing. I would 
not want to leave the Clay plan until there was another plan with 
majority support. I do not think you are going to get the roads if 
you begin to ask for too many new things. 

Senator Case. Would you feel that the system should be frozen 
on the 1947 selection or would you leave with the Bureau of Public 
Roads the right to make such modifications as they thought appropri- 
ate ¢ . 

Governor Krnnon. I would be perfectly content to see the whole 
matter made flexible, provided it did not stop the appropriation and 
the authorization for the Interstate System. 

Senator Casp. There is a leeway of about 2,400 miles under the 
present authorization. You would be perfectly willing to let the 
Bureau of Public Roads utilize that as they see best to make con- 
nections and minor modifications? 

Governor Krennon. Yes; or even make it more flexible. As I 
take it, the position of the Governors’ conference is largely this: We 
come in with a recommendation that the Federal Government take 
primary responsibility for the Interstate System of roads, and that 
they are to be as is or a little more flexible, well enough, but when the 
flexibility gets to the point that there is no system of roads and you 
get lost in argument I think it would be very unfortunate. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, just one further question off the 
record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Governor Kennon. My recollection is that the Governors recom- 
mended status quo on everything except the Interstate System, and let 
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the States do the accelerating of the rest of the system wih the Federal 
Government building this system. 

Senator Case. You are taking cognizance then of the fact that we 
did step up the program for the balance of the primary system and 
the secondary system, and in the Interstate System itself, in the 1954 
act ? 

Governor Krennon. Yes, sir. The Congress itself made its princi- 
pal stepup in 1954 in the Interstate System. 

Senator Casr. We made a substantial stepup. 

Governor Kennon. That was the principal stepup in the 1954 act, 
the biggest. 

Senator Case. We made about a 50 percent stepup in the other 
categories, too. 

Governor Krennon. Three hundred or four hundred percent. 

Senator Casr. Percentagewise more, but dollarwise I think about 
the same, $175 million for interstate. 

Senator Gore. Senator Symington? 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, I came here to listen and learn. 
I am sorry I have to leave to go to another hearing at 11 o’clock. I 
have been very interested in what the eminent and distinguished 
Governor of Louisiana has had to say. I have no questions. 

Senator Gore. Governor, your comment about civil defense inter- 
ested me. Perhaps you will recall about 4 or 5 years ago the civil 
defense program was to build underground shelters in the center of 
the cities. I was then a member of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee. They came to us with a very urgent ao that this was a 


matter of such urgency that we must appropriate hundreds of millions 
of dollars immediately to build underground shelters. Now you sug- 


gest that Governor Peterson and the governors’ conference want to 
run instead of hide. 

According to the last report of Admiral Strauss, Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the safest place in case of nuclear attack 
is first in an individual storm shelter, and next in a frame house. So 
you see this matter changes. First we were going to hide, then we 
were going to run, and now we are going to dig in. How would you 
suggest this committee measure that problem ? 

Governor Krennon. I think the best thing to do would be to build 
this awfully good road system which is good for all purposes. In 
case this run theory is right we will be fixed for it. It is as right as 
the rest of them. 

Senator Gore. I have but one other comment and then we must 
get to Governor Kohler. I was very interested in your initial remark 
about your allergy to Federal bureaucracy and your admiration, 
nevertheless, for the Bureau of Public Roads. I suppose you realize 
that the bill before this committee seeks to set up a bureaucratic 
Washington corporation which would take control of interstate high- 
ways both out of the hands of the Congress and of the State govern- 
ments? This corporation by this bill would have authority to decide 
where the money was to be spent, when it was to be spent, how it was 
to be spent, and in what amounts, without reference either to the Con- 

ress or to the State governments. I do not know whether you would 
rave an allergy to that or not. 

Governor Kennon. Senator Gore, I think that that was the idea 
behind that, with some referee arrangement between the Bureau and 
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the States, some referee arrangement, some third party arrangement. 
i do not believe that the Governors are deeply wedded to any detail 
of the plan. I think that the Governors’ principal recommendation 
is that you assume the money responsibility for the Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. And you would leave it to the United States Con- 
gress to pass upon the soundness of the financing plan and also the 
preservation of the respective powers between the peed ative, execu- 
tive and State governments? 

Governor Kennon. And the flexibility of the State governments 
as far as that goes. That is in general our theory of the governors’ 
conference. You furnish the money to build the Interstate System 
and let us furnish the other road systems. 

Senator Gore. Is it a fair summary of your testimony that you 
feel it is a matter of urgent necessity that we build an Interstate 
system, that you think the Federal Government should assume the 
main share of its cost ; that you are not wedded to any particular fea- 
tures of any pending bill but feel the urgency of the roads and think 
that this committee should work out the best feasible aprroach to 
reach that objective? 

Governor Kennon. I believe so, with this addition: We believe 
that the Clay plan should be adopted unless there is a majority agree- 
ment on an alternate plan. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Governor. 

Senator Tuurmonp. I would like to ask you this question. In view 
of the urgency as expressed by you to the construction of this road 
system, do you feel that it is necessary to do so, that we should build 
these roads even if we have to arrange for tolls and an increase in 
gasoline tax ? 

Governor Kennon. Yes, sir. I would say that these roads should 
be built, and whatever the requirements were they would be well 
justified and I believe would be accepted by the people as a whole. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Governor. We appreciate your testi- 
mony. 

Governor Kennon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. The committee will now hear Governor Kohler of 
Wisconsin, who is Chairman of the special roads committee of the 
governors’ conference. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER J. KOHLER, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF WISCONSIN AND CHAIRMAN, GOVERNORS’ CONFER- 
ENCE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON HIGHWAYS 


Senator Gore. The Chair would suggest that we trespass 5 minutes 
on your time in order to preserve some time for Governor Johnson, 
The Chair will refrain from questions, if possible, and leave the time 
to the other members, but we will hear him for approximately 35 
minutes. 

Senator Busy. I move that the statement be submitted in the 
record. 

Senator Gore. Without objection the reporter will include the en- 
tire statement in the record. 
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(The statement is as follows:) 


My name is Walter J. Kohler. I am Governor of the State of Wisconsin and 
chairman of the governors’ conference special committee on highways. I wish 
to express my appreciation for the opportunity you have given me to present 
to you the views and the program of the governors’ conference special com- 
mittee and the executive committee of the governors’ conference. 

Let me say at the outset that, as a public servant, I am cognizant, as you 
are, of the needs of other governmental programs. For instance, at the Federal 
level, recent events have reinforced our decision to maintain our defenses in a 
constant state of readiness—which by itself is going to strain our fiscal re 
sources. An adequate Interstate Highway network is of course an integral part 
of our national defense system. There are many other programs whose unmet 
needs require large expenditures by various levels of government but the point 
does not need to be pressed further. 

I realize that the members of this subcommittee are well aware of the 
seriousness of our highway deficiencies and the tremendous scope of the con- 
struction program that will be needed if we are to overcome them. Your aware- 
ness was made manifest in directing, in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, 
that the Secretary of Commerce make a comprehensive study of highway 
financing. 

Your study of preliminary data from this report—to say nothing of your 
general knowledge of this subject—has made you thoroughly familiar with the 
critical nature of the situation. Nothing would be served by my burdening 
you with statistics to illustrate the dollar cost of what must be done to meet 
the highway construction crisis. 

There are, however, criteria of need other than those which can be expressed 
in dollar terms. Our population is growing. We were a Nation of 150 million 
people in 1950; today we number almost 165 million; by 1965, our population 
may be 190 million; and an estimate of 220 million in 1975 is not unreasonable. 
If there are to be one-third more Americans in 20 years, we shall have to 
improve our highway plant to meet their needs. 

Similarly, we want to extend—and indeed to improve—the present healthy 
state of our economy. Ours has been an expanding economy. Between 1929 
and 1952, the rate of increase in volume of national output—gross national prod- 
uct—measured in constant dollars, was about 3 percent per year... Should the 
long-term trend continue at the same rate, gross national product, in 1958 dollars, 
would exceed $500 billion in 1964, and approximate $680 billion in 1974. 

To put it briefly, an adequate highway system is vital to the continued expan- 
sion of the economy. The projected figures for gross national product will not 
be realized if our highway plant continues to deteriorate. The relationship is, 
of course, reciprocal; an adequate highway network will facilitate the expan- 
sion of the economy which, in turn, will facilitate the raising of revenues to fi- 
nance the construction of highways. 

Another factor in determining need is the cost of inadequate and unsafe high- 
ways. Testimony before the Subcommittee on Roads of the House Committee 
on Public Works in 1953 indicated that as much as $3 billion may be the annual 
cost of an inadequate system of highways. This represents “direct” costs and 
does not include such hidden costs as urban land blight and unrealized industrial 
and agricultural potentials.* Nor does this estimate—nor any dollar standard, 
for that matter—-measure the “savings” that might be secured if our highways 
were designed to promote maximum safety, so that lives were not lost and in- 
juries not sustained in accidents caused by unsafe highways. 

State highway officials estimate that to build a highway system in the next 10 
years adequate for 1974 traffic will cost $101 billion. Estimates indicate, fur- 
ther, that probably normal construction for the years 1955-64 will be about $54 
billion short of this tabulation of need. In view of these large sums, it is per- 
haps not unreasonable to ask if the several levels of Government have not failed 
lamentably in meeting their responsibilities to build and maintain highways. 

The answer to that question would appear to be, generally, “No.” The States 
and their subdivisions and the Federal Government were not unprepared to deal 
with an increased highway-use demand following World War II. Plans and sur- 


1U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, Office of 
Business Economics, National Income, 1951 edition, A Supplement to the Survey of 
Current Business, p. 15. 

? Hearings before the Subcommitte on Roads of the Committee on Public Works, House 
of Representatives, 83d Cong., 1st sess., p. 413 ff. 
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veys were made, and large amounts of money were available to undertake a big 
road-building program. Unfortunately, shortages of men, machinery, and ma- 
terials delayed the start of the program, and inflation reduced it in size. 

Despite these handicaps, the several levels of Government were able to devote 
to construtcion each year since the war an increasing proportion of their com- 
bined direct highway expenditures. In 1954, the proportion of the highway dol- 
lar used for capital outlay purposes reached an estimated 61.8 percent. In cur- 
rent dollars, capital outlay expenditures rose from $368 million in 1945 to an 
estimated $3,729 million in 1954, while total expenditures rose from $1,434 mil- 
lion to $6,037 million. 

State and local governments have added greatly to their total highway debt 
since 1945. Proceeds of State and local bond issues for highway purposes rose 
from $62 million in 1945 to $1,922 million in 1954. Of the volume of bonds issued, 
the several States issued by far the larger part. State bond proceeds totaled only 
$11 million in 1945, but reached an estimated $1,602 million in 1954. Over the 
1945-53 period, total State obligations for highways outstanding rose from $1,417 
million to $4,560 million. 

The major reason for the rapid acceleration in State highway obligations has 
been the construction of toll roads. With the exception of the original section of 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike—160 miles—virtually all of the mileage of toll roads 
now in operation—1,152.5 miles—has been built since the war. The total mileage 
of toll roads under construction is 1,489.3. These are superior facilities, and on 
the average their building cost or projected cost exceeds $1.5 million per mile. 
With relatively unimportant exceptions, all toll roads built or under construction 
have been financed through the issuance of bonds by State toll-road authorities. 

The oest of building toll roads authorized but not yet under construction, and 
those projected or being investigated—about 6,300 miles—will probably be about 
$1 million per mile. It is obvious from these data that the States are continuing 
to exploit toll-road possibilities. It is equally obvious that, although some of the 
States propose to undertake further major financing programs, the limit of 
feasible toll-road construction may be in sight. 

To pay for their expanded highway efforts, the States have increased user tax 
rates. Motor-fuels levies, which in 1945 among all States and the District of 
Columbia averaged 4.51 cents per gallon, were increased to an average of about 
5.46 cents in 1954. In all, 35 jurisdictions raised their gasoline taxes by from 
1 to 3 cents per gallon between 1945 and 1954. Registration fees—second in 
importance to motor-fuels taxes as a source of highway funds—were increased 
by many States. Gross receipts, weight-distance, and other special taxes on 
heavier vehicles were levied for the first time in many States during the postwar 
period. Other States, which had previously enacted such special taxes, found it 
necessary to raise rates. 

At the Federal level, the Congress has shown a greater interest in better high- 
ways since the war. For fiscal 1954 and the current fiscal year, annual Federal- 
aid authorizations were increased to $575 million, and the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1954 provides for $875 million for fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

These large amounts of money—made available for highway construction from 
Federal, State, and local sources—have achieved substantial results. Yet we 
appear to have reached that unenviable position of having to run faster and 
faster in order to avoid slipping backward. How is it that, despite record dollar 
expenditures, we have not succeeded in building a more nearly adequate highway 
system? 

The answer to this question would seem to have several parts. First, to re- 
iterate a point made earlier, there are simply more of us. Excluding armed 
forces overseas, our population has grown from 131 million in 1945 to about 165 
million today—an increase of 25 percent in a decade. 

A second reason is the long period of relative prosperity, which has enabled so 
many families to purchase automobiles and, in many cases two-car families. In 
1940, there were about four persons for every motor vehicle registered. Today 
that ratio has been reduced to less than three persons to every registered vehicle. 
About 32.5 million motor vehicles were registered in 1940. The 1954 estimate 
was 58 million—an increase of about 79 percent. To complicate matters further, 
vehicle miles of travel increased at an even more rapid rate. The estimate for 
1954—557 billion miles—represents an 85-percent increase over the 1940 total. 

Third, inflation reduced the volume of construction. Calculated on a base 
1940 = 100, the composite mile-cost index was 211 in the second quarter of 1954. 
This would indicate that, to build a mile of highway in 1954 to the same construc- 
tion and design standards as a similar mile of highway built in 1940, would 
require more than double the expenditure of the earlier year. 
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Fourth, design standards adequate for many miles of highway in 1940 are not 
adequate for highways built in the same areas today. Curves must be rounded, 
grades cut down, traffic lanes widened, and new lanes added if more vehicles, 
including many more heavy vehicles, are to use the same number of miles of 
highway and travel at normally acceptable speeds. These and other factors 
have forced the revision upward of design standards. 

Fifth, the greatly increased number and weight of motor vehicles of the post- 
war years have been imposed on a system of highways that had suffered serious 
deterioration during the war years. Although total vehicular mileage declined 
during the war, miles of travel of the heaviest vehicles increased, and their heavy 
loads made wear and tear on the roads worse than normal. At the same time, 
materials and manpower shortages severely limited the amount of highway work 
that could be done. Only the most necessary construction could be undertaken ; 
roads scheduled for replacement had to be kept in service; normal maintenance 
was severely curtailed. Transportation, including highway transportation, 
played a major role in winning the war, but the damage to roads was heavy. 

Sixth, in a period of increasing national population, our rural population has 
declined. More people are living in urban areas and commuting daily to their 
places of work. This change has had large effect upon highway construction 
requirements. In metropolitan areas, land acquisition costs are much higher 
than in rural areas. In many cases, highways must be relocated to permit the 
eonstruction of additional lanes or the limitation of access. Complex patterns 
of overpasses, underpasses, and cloverleaves must be built. 

If the several reasons cited above can be said to explain why we are faced with 
our current dilemma, what of the future? May we reasonably expect that we 
can solve the highway problem with anything less than what military planners 
like to calla crash program? Based ou our postwar experience, the answer would 
seem to be in the negative. 

Projections, using rates of increase slightly below postwar averages, suggest 
that 80 million vehicles will travel a total of more than 800 billion miles in 
1965. There are no sound reasons to assume a lower rate of increase after 
1965. Indeed, the children growing to maturity in the late sixties—born in a 
decade of high birthrates—are likely to accelerate the rates at which the 
numbers of vehicles and vehicle-miles traveled have been increasing. 

With the exception of inflation—which it is to be hoped we can contain—every 
factor that contributed to the difficult situation of today can be expected to 
continue in the years ahead, so far as we can foretell at this time. Certainly 
we will have an increasing population, with an increasing proportion of urban 
and suburban residents. Surely we expect a high level of economic activity, 
with an improved standard of living. 

At the President’s request, made last year at the annual meeting of the gov- 
ernors’ conference in Bolton Landing, N. Y., the governors’ conference, as you 
know, undertook to study the highway question. To that end, a special com- 
mittee on highways was appointed and charged with the duty of developing a 
report. This was done, and the executive committee of the governors’ con- 
ference approved the report for presentation to the President. Our aim was 
to suggest an orderly program of Federal-State-local cooperation to build a 
network of highways adequate to the needs of today and tomorrow. With your 
permission, I should like to conclude my testimony by reading the summary 
and recommendation of that report. 

Summary and recommendations: 

1. It is generally agreed by competent authorities—State and Federal— 
that an adequate highway construction program for present and future needs, 
for the next 20 years, will require the expenditure of approximately double 
that which can be anticipated at present and projected rates of expenditure— 
Federal, State, and local. 

2. If such a program is to be undertaken, then, for purposes of financing, 
the various highway systems should be divided into three categories—the 
Interstate System, including essential urban access roads, other Federal-aid 
systems, and the State and local systems. 

8. Since the National Government has a major and overriding interest—mili- 
tary and civil—in the above Interstate System, the National Government should: 
assume primary responsibility with State participation, for financing the con- 
struction of said Interstate System. In the allocation of Federal funds, due credit 
should be given for the funds expended by those States that have constructed or 
do construct satisfactory sections of the Interstate System either from public 
or toll road revenues. 
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4, The necessary Federal funds of approximately $25 billion for financing 
the construction of the above Interstate System during the next decade could 
be secured from general revenue; the issuance of bonds or other securities in 
anticipation of future general revenues; the establishment of a national road 
financing authority. The National Government received in fiscal 1953 ap 
proximately $979 million from the motor fuels and lubricants taxes and $1.4 
billion from the motor vehicle excise taxes. 

5. The States or their political subdivisions, as each State may determine, 
will be responsible for the actual construction, maintenance, administration, 
and policing of the above Interstate System. 

6. The State and their localities are now contributing for road-construction 
purposes at the rate of $32 million to $33 billion over a 10-year period. Estimated 
increase in revenue from anticipated increased used of highways would raise 
this gross figure to at least $39 million to $40 billion. The States and their 
localities will continue to have primary responsibility for the construction of 
all other systems, with the proviso that so long as the National Government 
levies excise taxes on motor fuels, lubricants, and motor vehicles it will con- 
tinue to make allocations to the States for highway construction on the above 
other Federal-aid systems, at least at the rate obtaining under the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1952 and in accordance with existing formulas. 

These recommendations are embodied in the highway program submitted to 
the Congress by the President of the United States and we urge that this 
program have your support. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I should like to express once 
more my thanks to you for inviting me to testify. If there are any questions, 
I, or one of my colleagues who are present, will try to answer. 


Governor Konter. To begin with, the statement relates to the 
need. I do not know that we need to go into that too much, unless 
there is some feeling that there is no need for this system. 

Senator Gore. There is no such feeling that I have detected. 

Governor Konter. I rather thought not, and I am glad to learn 
that, Senator. The reasons further for such a system are indicated 
by the cost which we are paying for an inadequate system which has 
been estimated at something like $3 billion a year. 

Furthermore, as the President has pointed out, the cost in terms 
of accidents, physical property damage, is in the neighborhood of 
$414 billion. And the cost in terms of excessive use or expense by 
reason of operating vehicles on inadequate roads is in the neighborhood 
of $5 billion. 

In short, we are actually paying for these roads when we do not 
have them, and we are continuing to pay for them and these losses, 
not only economic losses but losses in human life, too, and physical 
injury. 

The estimate of the cost which Governor Kennon mentioned is 
something in the neighborhood of $1 billion. The question there 
raised, Senator Case, is dealt with on page 3 of my statement. Per- 
haps it is not unreasonable to ask if the several levels of Government 
have not failed lamentably in meeting their responsibilities to build 
and maintain highways. We feel that the answer to that question, 
generally speaking, is “No.” 

The States and their subdivisions in the Federal Government were 
not unprepared to deal with increased highway use demand following 
World War II. They had made surveys and plans and large amounts 
of money had been saved up during the war because you could not 
build roads and they were available. There was a tremendous increase 
in the amount of roadbuilding immediately following the war. 

For example, in current dollars, capital outlay expenditures rose 
from $368 million in 1945 to an estimated $3,729 million last year, 
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1954, and total expenditures rose from $114 billion roughly to well 
over $6 billion. 

The State and local governments have also gone into debt. Bond 
issues for highway purposes rose from $62 million in 1945 to almost 
$2 billion in 1954. State bond proceeds totaled $11 million in 1945, 
but reached an estimated $1,600 million in 1954, a tremendous increase. 

Senator Casr. I would like to emphasize the point, Governor, I 
note by reference to your statement you say the major reason for 
the rapid acceleration in State highway obligations has been the 
construction of toll roads. Has there been any general increase in 
bonded debt by the States except where there has been construction 
of toll roads? 

Governor Konrer. Oh, yes. I think that the States and the local 
communities and counties have increased their bonded indebtedness 
for the construction of roads other than toll roads. 

Senator Case. From what you know of the State financial pictures, 
would you say that the States are in position to match an even greater 
acceleration of the roadbuilding program on the primary and sec- 
ondary systems beyond that which was established or authorized in 
the 1954 act? 

Governor Konrrr. I think that would vary greatly with the States. 
We in Wisconsin are not permitted under our constitution to go into 
debt and as a consequence we have no outstanding general bond issues. 

Senator Case. Are you able to match fully the prospective alloca- 
tions under the 1954 act? 

Governor Konter. Yes, sir; weare. We will be. 

Senator Case. If we were to increase that, would you be in position 
to match an even greater acceleration ¢ 

Governor Kouter. It would depend upon the amount of the increase 
for one thing. 

Senator Casr. Is there money in the treasury that you could use or 
would you have to have a special session of the legislature ? 

Governor Kouter. The legislature is presently in session. 

Senator Case. How long will it be in session ? 

Governor Konter. I wish I knew. 

Senator Case. We have a limitation on how long a legislature can 
be in session. 

Governor Konter. Not in Wisconsin, Senator. Ordinarily they 
will stay in session until the middle of June. They have stayed in 
session as long as October. , 

Senator Casr. Do you think they will stay in session long enough 
to know what the Congress will do with this highway program ? 

Governor Kouter. It depends on when Congress acts. 

Senator Casr. Do you have any knowledge of the States with 
respect to their ability to increase their funds for matching? 

Governor Koutrr. I would think offhand that a great number of 
States would not be able to increase their matching funds. In fact, I 
have a telegram here from the Governor of Wyoming, Governor 
Simpson, who wired me yesterday as follows: 

As Governor of Wyoming, I urge you to call the Senate committee’s attention 
to the matching difficulties that would be created in our State by the Gore bill 


unless the matching basis is changed to two-thirds and one-third. Unless this is 
done a great hardship will be placed on our State. 
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IT suspect that there are many States in that same position, although 
I do not know that of my own detailed knowledge of their financial 
affairs. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Chairman, as long as we are asking ques- 
tions, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. You say on page 4, reading through, that the 
1,439 miles of toll roads exceeds $1.5 million per mile. Then you say 
the projected toll roads would be about $1 million per mile. I won- 
dered why the new toll roads will cost less than the old toll roads to 
that extent ? 

Governor Kouter. I think that the reason for that is that the present 
toll roads under construction are in the highly populous areas. New 
Jersey, for example, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, and so on, where the 
right-of-way costs have been so tremendous. The new toll roads will 
be in other Western States where the construction costs are less and 
right-of-way acquisition costs are less. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think the point that I just raised 
with Governor Kohler is exceedingly important before we make a 
final determination of what we are going to do here. I think we 
ought to know to what extend the States may be in a position to 
increase their matching. I suggest that you may want to consider 
it in executive session but I suggest that we ask the staff to direct a 
telegram to the highway authority or to the governor in each State 
and ask for an evaluation of their ability to match an increased 
authorization for the several categories of Federal aid. 

Senator Gore. I think that is something that the committee would 
probably want to consider. 


Senator Case. I point up because of the testimony of Governor 


Kohler. 

Senator Martin. I would suggest if that is done it go to the gov- 
ernors. 

Senator Gorr. Yes. Also, Governor, the question is raised in my 
mind: Unless those States are able to raise matching funds, for an 
increased Federal allowance under the present program, how are those 
same States going to raise the funds to bear their added share of the 
so-called $101 billion program ¢ 

Governor Kontrr. As I understand it, Senator, the proposal that 
we are immediately concerned with here is the construction of an 
Interstate System which will be financed primarily by the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Gore. That is embodied in the bill S. 1160, and only applies 
to the Interstate System. You are correct. But the overall plan 
called the $101 billion program envisions a greatly stepped-up expendi- 
ture on the part of the States. The question that Senator Case has 
raised also raises the second question: If they cannot raise a smaller 
amount of money for matching funds under the present program, then 
from what source and how are those same States going to raise a 
greatly enlarged amount for another program that is envisioned / 

Governor Konter. I think that there may be some confusion in my 
mind as to what we are talking about here. The Interstate System 
presumably will be financed 95 percent by the Federal Government 
under the proposal of the Clay committee. Is that right? 
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Senator Gore. Yes. In other words, you are not speaking now of 
the $101 billion program ? 

Governor Kouter. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. You are speaking of the $25 billion program? 

Governor Konuer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Gore. You realize, of course, that this committee cannot 
ignore the other systems of roads, with only one-seventh of the traffic 
being on the interstate roads. I would think we must look at the 
highway problem as a whole. 

Governor Konuer. True. But the Clay committee also recom- 
mended that the Federal aid on the primary and secondary systems 
be continued at the rate established in the 1954 Highway Act. The 
governors’ conference in its report recommended that the Federal 
aid be continued only on the basis of the 1952 Highway Act. 

If you are talking about matching the 1952 funds or the 1954 funds, 
or if, under your proposal, Senator Gore, you are talking about a 
greatly increased proposal to match funds, there are three different 
things. I think that the States generally can take care of the 1952 
matching without any trouble or the 1954 matching; but if you are 
talking about increasing that, doubling that, then I think you will 
run into some trouble. 

Senator Gore. Governor, you realize, I am sure, that the Clay report 
also recommends that the States greatly increase their expenditure on 
the primary, the secondary, and the urban systems. The question I 
am raising, following Senator Case’s question, is if you cannot raise 
the money for the one, how can the States raise a greater amount for 
the other? The Clay report, as you suggested, only proposes that the 
Federal Government spend an additional $25 billion. 

Governor Kouier. On the Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. That is a long way from the $101 billion. How are 
the States going to spend that additional amount, or from what source 
are they to receive that money ? 

Governor Kouter. They presently are spending a very considerable 
part of the $101 billion. That is not an increased amount. That isa 
total amount, as I understand it. 

Senator Busn. I might say, I wanted to ask the governor if we con- 
tinued the matching process under the 1954 act, which I understand 
the Clay committee recommends, that is how you are going to get the 
$101 billion. In other words, that plus the Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. Of course we will have General Clay to testify, I 
think, very soon. As I read the report, and I have studied it several 
times, General Clay’s report recommends that there be an additional 
expenditure over the next 10 years of $54 billion. 

Governor Konter. That is correct; not $101 billion. 

Senator Gore. An additional, on top of the present program, of $54 
billion ? 

Governor Kouter. Correct. 

Senator Gore. But of that amount he only proposes that the Federal 
Government spend $25 billion? 

Governor Kouter. Correct. 

Senator Gore. So you see there is a gap there from $25 billion to 
$54 billion of $29 billion. 

Governor Kouter. That is correct. 
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Senator Gore. If the States cannot raise a few hundred million 
dollars, or if they cannot raise enough for an expanded program on 
the present system, how can they raise the additional $29 billion? 

Governor Kouxer. I think they can do it in two ways, Senator, and 
this process is presently occurring among the States whose legislatures 
are in session. I was talking to one governor yesterday and he said in 
his State they increased the gas tax 1 cent. It is going to be my inten- 
tion ina mene to the Wisconsin Legislature tomorrow to make some 
proposals for highway financing. I think the States can increase 
their—some of them can, not all of them, because some of them are up 
to 7 cents now; I think Governor Kennon’s State is up to 7 cents now. 

In Wisconsin it is only 4 cents. It could reasonably be increased. 
Our neighboring States have 5 and 5144. We could reasonably increase 
our revenue from gas taxes. We probably could, without too much 
difficulty, get other sources of revenue, such as registration fees or 
weight-distance taxes on trucks. Those are all possibilities. 

Furthermore, I do not think that there is going to be any diminution 
in the amount of borrowing done for road purposes. In fact, I think 
it would probably be increased. 

I think the gap can be made up in those ways. 

Senator Gore. In other se you think that the States will make 
a Herculean effort to match whatever program the Congress enacts ¢ 

Governor Kouuer. The States and local communities, including the 
counties. 

Senator Gore. Senator Symington ? 

Senator Syminecron. Mr. Chairman, I have to leave. I have read 
the statement of the Governor. May [ask him one question ¢ 

Senator Gore. Yes, indeed. 

Senator SyMiInNGcToN. On page 9 you say: 

In the allocation of Federal funds, due credit should be given to the funds 
expended by those States that have constructed or do construct satisfactory 
sections of the Interstate System either from public or toll-road revenues. 

Am I to understand, sir, that you feel that the States should be 
credited so that they could take that credit, for example, and use it on 
their own State roads? 

Governor Konter. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you. Thank you very much. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think we have two answers now 
from Governor Kohler. I understood him to say a while ago that he 
thought that many States could not increase what they were doing, 
and his statement points out that 35 jurisdictions have raised the gaso- 
line taxes, and he expressed some doubt about any general increase over 
the 1954 authorization. In fact, he said that the governors had recom- 
mended the 1952 basis. 

Governor Konuer. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Now we have him saying that he thinks the States 
would, by Herculean effort match whatever the Federal Government 
proposed. 

Governor Kouter. I did not quite say that. In one case you are 
talking about a formula which compels a specific State to match a 
specific sum. In the other case you are talking about a broad high- 
way program, some $101 billion, where no matching is required. I do 


not mean where no matching is required but where no specific matching 
61030—55——18 
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is necessary on the part of a specific State. After all, roads are 
financed by property taxes, they are financed by registration fees, by 

gasoline, motor-vehicle taxes, they are financed in some cases by excise 
taxes and ton-mile taxes. ‘There are a great many sources of revenue 
for roads. I think that the States and the counties, local units of 
government, who have their own taxing power of course, would be able 
to construct the roads in this program providing that a substantial 
portion of it were financed by the Federal Government on the Inter- 
state System. 

Senator Caspr. In your State do you have any demand that the State 
treasury share with the counties and with the cities to a larger extent 
revenues that you get from these weight-distance taxes and registra- 
tion taxes? 

Governor Konter. I would hope in Wisconsin that the State’s share 
of any additional revenue would be greater rather than less. Do I 
make myself clear? 

Senator Casr. Yes. In my State, though, I know that there is a 
great feeling by many of the larger towns and cities and counties that 
they ought to get a larger proportion of the revenues which are being 
collected in the name of the State. 

Governor Konter. A perfectly human impulse, Senator. They all 
want more. Actually our distribution of funds in Wisconsin, the 
greatest share of the highway revenues are returned to the local units 
of government—the towns, cities, villages, and counties. The State 
retains a relatively small proportion, about a third, roughly, of the 
total highway revenues. Two-thirds go to the local communities. 
It would be my desire, if it were possible to accomplish it, to give the 
State a greater share of any increased revenues we may derive from 
any increases in taxes, or registration fees or license, or what have you. 

Senator Case. In my State right now the highway legislation which 
has been causing the greatest discussion has been a proposal to drop 
from a State highway system a couple of thousand miles in order to 
force it on to the county systems or the local systems, thereby to pre- 
serve for the State the money which otherwise it would have to spend 
on the matching for the development of those roads. But the local 
units of government say that we do not have the revenue to do that. 
We need a larger share from the license plates and other sources of 
revenue, if that will help us. 

Governor Konter. There is this constant conflict between the levels 
of government as to who is going to get how much of the existing pie. 

Senator Casr. To sum it up, ‘then, would you feel that the States, 
as you know them, could match a larger offering by the Federal 
Government without bond issues? 

Governor Konier. Again I do not think you can generalize about 
that. I think some States would have to put out bond issues if they 
are empowered to do so by their constitutions. Some States can do 
it through county bond issues, which is the case in Wisconsin. The 
counties can bond but the States cannot. I think each specific State 
has its own specific fiscal problem just as your State differs from ours 
in this matter of local roads. I do not mean to say that you do not 
want them. 

Senator Case. I understand. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger ? 
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Senator Neusercer. I have a couple of questions, Mr. Chairman. 
What would you think, Governor, is the most desirable level in the 
average State of the gasoline tax levied by the State?’ The maximum 
that could be levied ? 

Governor Kouuer. That is like asking—TI recall somebody asked 
President Roosevelt about 1933 how high the national debt could go 
and he said about $75 billion. 

I do not know where the actual point of diminishing returns occurs, 
Senator. The highest tax now is 7 cents, I believe. Maybe it could 
go to 10 in some States without diminishing. 1 think in any regional! 
area they cannot get too far out of balance. 

Senator Neupercer. Isn’t that a key part of the question Senator 
Case raised? In other words, looking at the tables from my State, 
although my State has the highest weight-distance tax in the country, 
that is still a very small portion of highway revenues. Practically 
the bulk of the highway revenues come from the fuel tax. Isn’t that 
really a key part of the thing when we are talking about this match- 
ing: What tax per gallon can you levy on gasoline and diesel fuel ? 
Isn’t that really the key to this 4 

Senator Busu. Will the Senator yield for a question ? 

Senator NEUBERGER. Yes. 

Senator Busu. Wouldn’t it depend a little bit on the increase in 
traflic rather than entirely on the size of the tax / 

Senator Neupercer. Maybe the chicken has to come before the egg. 
If you are going to build the roads maybe you have to increase the 
fuel-tax. We are talking about this matching. If they are going 
to increase matching they are going to have to get it from the fuel tax, 
unless they take it out of general revenues of the State which I regard 
as unlikely. 

Governor Kouter. Senator, I think that the American people are 
going to use their motor cars and their trucks, and that they will be 
the last things they will give up. I think that the present Federal 
tax, excise tax on cigarettes, is something like a 100 percent or more, 
isn’t it? It is 6 or 7 cents, and I do not think the cigarettes cost 
that much. 

Senator Martin. It is more than the cost of the cigarettes. 

Governor Kouter. I believe it is, Senator. Maybe the same thing 
might be true in the case of gasoline, where the gasoline possibly 
would cost 20 cents a gallon to deliver? It is conceivable, I suppose, 
that you could put a 20 cents tax on it. I do not know, and I would 
not want to venture an opinion. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you think the Federal gasoline tax should 
or could or ought to be raised so that more of this could be pay-as-you- 
go, rather than bond issue which has been criticized as one feature 
of the Clay report ? 

Governor Kouter. The governors historically and traditionally 
have been against the Federal Government levying any gasoline taxes. 
I think most of us became reconciled to the opinion and conviction 
if you like, that the Congress was not going to get out of that 
field. A great deal was done to eliminate governors’ objections to the 
2-cent gasoline tax proposed by the Federal Government by the aet 


of 1954 when almost all of that revenue was devoted to highway 
purposes. 
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I would dislike to see any increase in that tax which would further 
perpetuate the Federal Government in that field of taxation. 

Senator THurmonp. Unless it went to roads. Or would you object 
then ¢ 

Governor Konter. I would object in principle, Senator. I see no 
reason why it would be unreasonable to do. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, we stopped the Governor in the 
middle of page 4, and he does not have too much time. I would like 
to have him get into that argument that begins at the middle of page 4, 
if he would be kind enough to, about the toll-road business. I think 
that is an important issue in this bill. 

Governor Konter. I think there is a limit to the number of toll 
roads that can be built economically. Virtually all of the potential 
toll roads I believe are on the Interstate System. But only a maxi- 
mum of perhaps 8,000 miles would be economically feasible. I will 
give you an example of that. 

In our own State we have a highway which goes from the Illinois 
border and meets a road coming out of Chicago; it goes from the 
Wisconsin-Illinois border diagonally through the State to the Twin 
Cities of St. Paul-Minneapolis. It is a highly traveled highway. We 
had a study made to see if it was feasible to construct a toll road there. 
That, incidentally, is part of the Intertsate System of Wisconsin. The 
conclusion reached by the engineers was that it was not even remotely 
feasible. 

Senator Busu. It would not produce revenue ? 

Governor Konuer. It would not produce sufficient revenue to 
justify the expense. One of the reasons was that we have such good 
roads, alternate roads, that they probably would not use the toll road 
by reason of the greater convenience to the expense. 

The second reason is that we have such a good system of secondary 
roads that it would have involved a great many grade structures to 
eliminate crossings at grade, which are very expensive to build, and 
that increased the cost of the highway. 

For that reason it was not feasible. That is typical of a great sec- 
tion, I think, of our Interstate Highway System. So only possibly 
20 percent of it conceivably might be feasible for toll construction. 
I do not think that that is the answer to the problem. We have not 
discussed the bill that the chairman has introduced. I think there is a 
great difference between the purpose of that bill and the Clay pro- 
posal. That increased aid, as I understand it, Senator—if I am wrong 
I hope you will correct me—it increases Federal aid in approximately 
the present proportions, and therefore that increased Federal aid is 
just about double, as I understand it, and it would then be distributed 
over some 700,000 miles of road system, whereas the Clay proposal 
specifically asks that the Federal money be concentrated on the Inter- 
state System. 

I think that the purposes of the bills are entirely different. Yours 
would certainly build roads, but it would not build an Interstate 
System. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Governor. Might I point out that I 
believe your statement is mostly correct, but partially incorrect. The 
bill which I introduced vould step up Federal funds for all cate- 


gories of roads. It would preserve the historic ratio between urban, 
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primary, and secondary, with increased amounts. It places greater 
emphasis, however, on the interstate roads because under the present 
law the Federal allocation is $175 million per year. 

My bill proposes to change that $500 million per year. So you see 
there is a greatly increased emphasis on the interstate roads. It may 
be that I erred by not proposing a larger amount. What I had in 
mind, since you mention my bill, is that just as the Clay report. recog- 
nizes, there must be a stepped-up road program on all categories of 
roads : I recognize that in making this proposal. 

As was pointed out earlier, the Clay report recommends that all of 
the expenditures on the stepped-up program on secondary, primary, 
and urban, be handled by the States, some $29 billion of sdditional 
expenditures. I propose that the Federal Government share in that 
on a 50-50 basis. 

General Clay’s report recommends that all new moneys by the 
Federal Government, every dolar of it, go on the Interstate System 
at a greatly stepped-up Federal ratio. My bill steps up the Federal 
matching funds on the interstate to a 2 to 1 basis. General Clay would 
maximize need for interstate roads more than my bill but I think my 
bill did recognize the need, the urgent need for the Interstate System. 
So I think your statement is mostly correct, but with those additions. 

Governor Konter. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Martin. When was the survey made, Governor, of a toll 
road from Chicago to the Twin Cities? 

Governor Konter. Just last year. The report came out in October 
of 1954. 

Senator Gore. I thought maybe it was earlier than that, because the 
toll roads will eventually be getting into Chicago. We found that 
one toll road makes wonderful feeders for another. 

Governor KouH.er. That is correct, and this will be reviewed within 
a year or two to see what developments have occurred in the mean- 
while. 

Senator Gore. Looking at the map you would think it would be 
self-liquidating? 

Governor Koo_Her. Yes, vou would. But the situation does change, 
as you point out, and we intend to take another look at it in another 
year or two. 

Senator Gorr. Senator McNamara, you have not had an opportunity 
to interrogate ? 

Senator McNamara. I do not have any particular questions at this 
time, thank you. 

Senator Gore. Governor, I would like to ask one question and then 
I will desist. Senator Martin and I have discussed the legal question 
and other questions relating to the credits or reimbursements that 
are given to the States under S. 1160, for the construction of a toll 
road either by private enterprise or by a public utility. How do you 
think the Congress could justify alloting and turning over to the 
State of New Jersey, for example, $500 million of taxpayers’ funds 
because some years ago a toll road was built in that State? Senator 
Neuberger has been asking questions along that line for several days 
and no one has given us a satisfactory answer. I wonder if you 
would express your opinion on it? 

Governor Kouter. Senator, I think it is a question of simple equity. 
If you don’t do that, in effect you are penalizing the States that have 
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had the enterprise to develop these toll roads. After all the purpose 
of any program is to build roads. If you were to make this money 
available to them in compensation for what they have already done, 
they either could retire the bonds from it or they could build additional 
roads with it. : 

Senator Cast. The Clay report does not propose that they retire 
the bonds. 

Senator Busu. I think it does. 

Senator Case. No. It merely makes the money available for the 
building of new roads. 

Governor Kouter. That makes sense to me because after all that is 
the purpose of the whole program, to build roads. 

Senator Gore. In other words, if a State has built a toll road we will 
give them an added amount and then if they build another toll road 
we will give them another added amount ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, only to the extent, as I understand 
it, that the particular mileage or portion of the mileage of the toll road 
fitted into the Interstate System. You would not reimburse a State 
for toll roads that it had constructed or proposed to construct that 
were not in the Interstate System. The Clay report does not 
pose that you go in and reimburse States for any toll roads that they 
may have constructed. They would have to be just the segments of 
the toll roads that fitted into the Interstate System ¢ 

Governor Konter. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. I will not ask further questions. 

Senator THurmonp. Is that your construction of the law, as stated 
by the Senator from South Dakota ? 

Governor Kou er. It is my understanding of the proposal. 

Senator THurmonp. Would it be better to do that or would it be 
better to provide that all funds that are provided here for this road 
construction, should go into entirely new construction ? 

Governor Konter. In effect I think that is the purpose. They 
would. 

Senator THurmonp. I understood if a certain portion of a toll road 
in a State was embraced within this Interstate Road System, then the 
Federal Government would reimburse the State for the cost of that 
portion and they would then use those funds for the construction of 
other roads within the State. 

Senator Casr. And they would be reimbursed only to the extent and 
when they proposed a road to be built. The State would not get cash, 
reimbursed. It would only get money on a road project 

Senator THurmonp. Are you saying that that is the case ? 

Senator Case. That is the Clay proposal as I understand it. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Is that the bill that is under consideration ? 
Does the Clay bill actually provide that? I really have not had an 
opportunity to study it. 

Senator Gore. I can read to you from page 22 of the bill, beginning 
at line 19: 


Any State for which a credit has been established on account of a toll highway 
shall be entitled, at its option, to use the credit for payment of any outstanding 
debt on the highway, which highway shall then become a free public highway. 

In other words, this would provide a way for the Federal Treasury 
to make a free highway of a toll road that had been built by either 
private enterprise or public utility. Some have charged that it would 
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afford the opportunity to bail out some bad investments. I surely 
would not think that was the purpose but it is certainly one of the 
possibilities. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Would that reimbursement be based on the 
original cost or the present market value of the road ¢ 

Senator Gore. That is a long question. It is involved in two pages 
of the bill. 

Senator Martin. It is a depreciated portion. The years are taken 
into consideration. I do not know whether the governors have given 
thought to these toll roads in the sense that they would never be free; 
that the tolls would be continued for the purpose of building other 
roads; that that would be a source of revenue. Have the governors 
given thought to a proposition of that kind ¢ 

Governor Kouter. The governors’ conference has not specifically 
dealt with that. I can say in our own toll-road legislation creating a 
toll-road authority in the State of Wisconsin to make the study that 
I spoke of a few minutes ago, it was specifically provided that once 
the bonds were paid off then the revenue from the tolls would cease to 
be collected a it would then revert to the State of Wisconsin as a 
free road. 

Senator Martin. We had the same provision in our first road in 
Pennsylvania. But what a lot of us have been thinking is that that 
would be a wonderful source of revenue. 

Governor Konter. Again, no legislature can bind a succeeding one, 
as you know. 

Senator Martin. That is right. 

Governor Kouurer. Heaven knows what will happen when those 
bonds ate paid off. 

Senator Martin. That is what we have to take into consideration 
in this bill. 

Governor Konter. You have to stipulate in your bill in that respect. 

Senator Gore. Governor, may I suggest that you take a couple of 
minutes to summarize and conclude your statement ? 

Governor Kouter. Could I make one further point, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Yes. Use the time as you like. 

Governor Konterr. It has been suggested by some, and I think per- 
haps by Senator Byrd, for whom I have a great deal of respect, that 
the cost of the Clay proposal would involve some $11 billion, I believe, 
in interest charges. 

Senator Martin. That is the amount; yes. 

Governor Kouter. I have not checked the figures but I am perfectly 
willing to accept the figures. 

Senator Martin. I was working on it just yesterday. 

Governor Kouter. I think it would run into something like that. 
I believe that that should not be given too much weight because, as I 
pointed out earlier, we are paying for good roads even though we do 
not have them. If you were to take say the President’s figure of $5 
billion a year additional cost in the maintenance of motor vehicles, 
expenses, another $414 billion in property damage every year, which 
amounts to some $10 billion, and if this Interstate Highway System, 
which comprises some 15 percent or a seventh, roughly, of the total 
traffic, if we were to take 15 percent of this 10 billion annually, it 
would amount to a billion and a half dollars, and over 30 years that 
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is $45 billion which you would be saving as against a cost of $11 
billion in interest. 

I think that the rewards of constructing this Interstate System are 
so huge in terms of property saving, life saving and in its contri- 
bution to the economic growth of the United States, the Nation as a 
whole, that the $11 billion figure for interest is minimal compared to 
the benefits which would be derived from the system. 

Senator Gore. Governor, the committee is indebted to you for your 
appearance. It is entirely possible that we may want to later on re- 
quest you, as chairman of the roads committee of the governors’ con- 
ference, to return for a session before this committee. 

Your statement was very helpful and we are very grateful to you. 

Governor Konter. I would be delighted to come at any time. 

Senator Casr. I would like permission, Mr. Chairman, that. there 
be inserted in the record at this point section 207 of S. 1160, entitled 
“Credits for Existing Roads and Toll Roads.” I think it would be 


helpful to have it there because it answers the question as to the depre- 
ciation and credit. 


Senator Gore. Without objection that will be done. 
(The document referred to above is as follows :) 


CREDITS FOR EXISTING ROADS AND TOLL ROADS 


Sec. 207. (a) If an existing free highway, which is located upon the interstate 
system, is believed to measure up to the standards of construction required by 
section 203, a State may request that it receive a credit for such highway, and 
the State shall be entitled to receive such a credit subject to the conditions of 
this paragraph. The Secretary shall first determine whether or not the highway 
meets such standards. If he approves the same, the Secretary and the Corpora- 
tion shall determine, in cooperation with each other and in accordance with the 
rules and regulations issued pursuant to paragraph (e), the amount of the 
depreciated cost of such highway. There shall be deducted from such depre- 
ciated cost an amount equivalent to 10 per centum thereof, and also the total 
amount of any Federal-aid funds used in the construction of such highway. The 
result shall be the credit to which the State is entitled. 

(b) If an existing toll highway, which is located upon the interstate system, 
is believed to measure up to the standards of construction required by section 
208, a State may request that it receive a credit for such highway, and the 
State shall be entitled to receive such a credit subject to the conditions of this 
paragraph. The Secretary shall first determine whether or not the highway 
meets such standards. If he approves the same, the Secretary and the Corpo- 
ration shall determine, in cooperation with each other and in accordance with 
the rules and regulations issued pursuant to paragraph (e), the amount of the 
original cost of such highway, excluding therefrom the cost of the financing 
thereof, and of any facilities not included within the definition of the term 
“highway” under Federal-aid highway legislation. For toll roads completed 
prior to December 31, 1951, he shall allow as a credit an amount not exceeding 
40 per centum of such original cost, and for toll roads completed during the 
period between December 31, 1951, and December 31, 1955, he shall allow a 
credit not exceeding 70 per centum of the original cost. The State shall be 
entitled to the credit so allowed. 

(c) If a toll highway, which is located upon the interstate system, the con- 
struction of which is completed subsequent to December 31, 1955, is believed 
to measure up to the standards of construction required by section 203, a State 
may request that it receive the credit for such highway and the State shall be 
entitled to receive such a credit subject to the conditions of this paragraph. The 
Secretary shall first determine whether or not the highway meets such standards. 
If he approves the same, the Secretary and the Corporation shall determine, in 
cooperation with each other and in accordance with the rules and regulations 
issued pursuant to paragraph (e), the amount of the original cost of such high- 
way, excluding therefrom the cost of the financing thereof and of any facilities 
not included within the definition of the term “highway” under Federal-aid 
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highway legislation. There shall be deducted from such original cost an amount 


equivalent to 10 per centum thereof. The result shall be the credit to which 
the State is entitled. 


(d) Any State for which a credit has been established, whether for a toll or 
a free highway, shall be entitled to use the same for construction of projects on 
the Federal-aid primary system, subject to the conditions that all Federal-aid 
highway funds apportioned to a State under Federal-aid highway legislation 
have been expended within the meaning of said legislation, and all funds 
allocated under this Act have been contracted as provided under this Act. 
Whenever a State constructs such projects with funds received as a result of a 
credit under this section, all procedures and steps shall be taken in the same 
manner as though such funds had been apportioned under Federal-aid highway 
legislation. Any State for which a credit has been established on account of a 
toll highway shall be entitled, at its option, to use the credit for payment 
of any outstanding debt on the highway, which highway shall then become a free 
publie highway. 

(e) The Secretary jointly with the Corporation shall establish such reason- 


able rules and regulations as necessary or advisable to carry out the purposes 
of this section. 


(f) Whenever the Secretary determines that a credit, pursuant to this section, 
should be made available to the State he shall notify the Corporation. The 
Corporation, within a reasonable time thereafter, shall make such credit avail- 
able to the Secretary for use by the State. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will be pleased to hear from one of 
the most beloved men who ever served in these Halls, and now serving 
with great distinction as the Governor of the State of Colorado. 

Governor Johnson. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think that all members of the com- 
mittee who have served with Governor Johnson would like to join 
in the felicitation which you have extended to him. It is a pleasure 
to have him here. 

Senator McNamara. And those who didn’t serve with him would 
like to join in, because we know well of him. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWIN C. JOHNSON, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF COLORADO 


Governor Jonnson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I appreciate greatly this welcome that you have extended me. I hope 
I may in some small way deserve it. I am relieved somewhat by 
hearing the testimony today to find that others than myself have more 
questions than answers with respect to this basic and fundamental 
change in highway-building procedure in the United States. 

I am glad that this committee is exploring every possible facet of 
this whole matter because it does have a tremendous impact upon the 
whole country. There is nothing that has had such an impact in the 
past on the development of our country as has had transportation, and 
perhaps I should include communication. 

Transportation has affected the growth of cities and the abandon- 
ment of other cities and relegated them to always being a small com- 
munity. So you are dealing with something that not only is basic 
in a financial way but is basic so far as the development of the country 
is concerned. 

I regret that I cannot concur with my two colleagues who appeared 
here this morning urging the adoption of the Interstate Highway 
financial system. We have had the Interstate System with us a 
long time but this is a new method of financing highways. I re- 
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gret that I cannot concur with them in their views since one has to look 
at these things from his own State. 

I know, so far as Colorado is concerned, the highway program 
which has been advanced by the chairman of this committee, S. 1048, 
would fit our needs much better than the Clay plan. We have been 
bothered in Colorado as. to just what our obligation would be with 
respect to the combination of the Clay plan plus the preesnt highway 
plan. I understand that the two are to be operated together. 

I heard the questions asked about the States, whether they would 
be able to meet the obligations as laid down in the Gore plan. Colo- 
‘ado will be able to. aan could match much more Federal money 
than we are receiving at the present time. We are pleased with the 
increase in the amount of money that was made available in 1954. 
But we can measure up to all of the requirements and all of the 
matching that has been suggested in the Gore plan. 

Senator Case. Governor, what is the percentage matching applica- 
ble in Colorado where you get credit for your public lands? 

Governor Jonson. 45-55. We have 35 percent of our land as 
public lands. We put up 45 and the Federal Government puts up 
55 on the Federal-aid system. Colorado, I think, like most of the 
rest of the country, wants to improve its highways in all parts of the 
State. We want to improve the farm-to-market highways, the so- 
ralled secondary highways, and the primary system. 

We want to improve all of them. We want to make progress as 
evenly as it is possible to make progress. We want the folks who 


visit our State and the people in our own State who use the highways 
to have their choice on what highways to travel. 


We don’t like to see the Federal Government come in and make 
boulevards, racetracks, and superduper highways out of certain se- 
lected highways and thereby move the regular traffic that uses our 
highways to take these special and favored highways. 

I think all of us must recognize the advantage of transportation 
to wartime. We know that during a war, transportation is the vital 
part of the whole operation. We realize that. Wouldn’t it be better 
for our country to have a splendid network of highways serving 
every community and every city in a time of war, rather than to 
have just a few highways that could render that great service? It 
seems to me that the defense of our country requires a network of 
highways and good transportation in every direction because no one 
knows exactly where the war is going to be or where the necessity of 
transportation is going to be. That is something that you can’t 
always tell beforehand. 

In Colorado we like the idea of a pay-as-you-go system, and that 
is one of the reasons that we like what we have now. As I say, we 
could stand a little acceleration in the present plan, but the present 
plan has served this Nation for a long, long time and it has served 
it well. 

Transportation, motor vehicle transportation, has improved through 
the years. It has made maybe not as much progress as some would 
like, not as much progress as I would like. I have always been a little 
fanatical for improved transportation and have tried in every way 
in all of my public service to improve the motor vehicle transporta- 


tion facilities of the country, and of my city. And I feel the same 
about it now. 
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I feel its great import but I just don’t understand why at this time 
we should change the system that has served us so well; if we need 
better highways—and I contend that we do need better highways, 
why not use the same system and-put-a little more money in it instead 
of abandoning it for another system ¢ 

The questions this morning were very important. We would like 
to know, for instance, in Colorado, what our obligations and respon- 
bility is going to be with respect to the interstate highway financing. 
I notice in General Clay’s report, on page 19 | reading}: 

The responsibility for financing road and street construction in the United 
States is shared by Federal, State, and local governments— 
that is the way it has been. That is the way I would like to see it con- 
tinue. Then he goes on to say— 
with the States and local governments assuming the major portion. 

I think that is not out of line either. 


If the recommendations of this Committee are accepted, the Federal portion 
of the cost for this $101 billion of needed highways would be about 30 percent 
of the total, leaving to State and local units of government the responsibility 
to finance the 70 percent. 

So the States are not going to get a Christmas present through this 
plan. They are going to be faced with an obligation to more than 
double 70 percent as against 30 percent in the construction of this 
Interstate Highway System. 

I presume that this is an authentic appraisal because it comes from 
the Advisory Committee which has worked out this plan. Then we 
are told that on top of that we are going to have the same Federal aid, 
the same secondary program, the same Forest Service program in the 
same amounts. So it would seem to me that the burden of the States 
is going to be tremendously increased under this plan that we have. 

Just one more point and I hope that you will pardon me for refer- 
ring to its effect upon Colorado because that is the way we have to 
look at these things. Our Nation is made up of 48 States and I was 
pleased with the suggestion that was made by Senator Case a few 
moments ago that an exploration be made among the States and with 
the States to find out how they could meet the new responsibilities. 

I hope that when that exploration is made that a clear-cut, very 
plain question will be submitted to them so that they will know what 
their Sbligetion will be and may be under both systems, and to ask 
them whether they can meet with their share or not, the amount that 
is expected from them. 

I think that that will be a fine thing for this committee in its con- 
sideration of this very grave and great responsibility that you are 
dealing with. 

Colorado is to be bypassed in the east and west travel under the 
Interstate System. Highway No. 30 to the north up through Wy- 
oming and Highway No. 66 to the south are going to divert traffic. 
Our traffic is east and west. If Colorado had a highway east and west 
across the State of Colorado, we wouldn’t have so much to worry about 
because we would be on more or less an equal basis with our competing 
territory, and the competing territory is in these other States. 

The tourist industry is tremendously valuable to the State of Colo- 


rado. Our revenue from that source last year is estimated to have been 
$298,408,000. 
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Senator Martin. Senator Johnson, does Highway No. 40 go 
through Colorado? 

Governor JoHnson. Route 40 stops when it gets to Denver. It isa 
dead end. It is a dead end under this program. Six is a dead end. 

Senator Martin. Forty does go clear 

Governor Jounson. Forty does, but not on the interstate desig- 
nation. 

Senator Martin. Those are the things that have been worrying 
me. I have gone over this for several weeks, and that is what has 
been worrying me, the fact that it stops at Denver. 

Senator Case. Governor, is there a feasible route for an extension 
from Denver west to the western slope / 

Governor JoHnson. Yes. There are a good many roads. We have 
these east-and-west roads in Colorado and all of them cross the State: 
160, 50, 40, 24, 6, and 34. 

Senator Martin. Forty goes to Salt Lake City; is that right? 

Governor JoHnson. Yes; 40 and 50, and 24 and 6 all go to Salt 
Lake City but not on the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. If there were a designation of interstate which pro- 
vided a connection between the control points of Denver and Salt 
Lake, or from some other point in Colorado west to connect with the 
highway which runs between Salt Lake and Las Vegas, it would look 
a little bit different. 

Governor JoHnson. It would look a lot different to us because then 
we would know that we could compete. There is competition for the 
tourist trade, and Colorado is making every effort that it can make 


to increase the tourist trade because it is a very important industry 


tous. It is our second industry, as a matter of fact. 

The only industry that we have in that State at the present time that 
competes with it is agriculture and livestock. So we have to go out 
after that tourist trade. This Interstate Highway System as laid 
down here bypasses Colorado. If we have just one interstate highway 
across the State east and west, we would know then that we could 
compete. If you will notice this map you will notice that the largest 
area in the United States is that area west of Denver—— 

Senator Gore. Down to Pueblo and west ? 

Governor Jounson. Yes. This whole area is the largest area with- 
am an interstate highway of any area on the whole map of the United 

tates. 

Senator Gorn. Governor, having served with you in the Senate and 
watched you work from a greater distance as a Member of tle House, 
I know how carefully you have been dealing with taxpayers’ funds. 
I know you are aware of the diligence with which the Appropriations 
Committees of the House and Senate undertake to find out how money 
is to be spent, where it is to be spent, for what purpose it is to be spent, 
and whether or not it is justified before the Congress appropriates the 
money. 

What would be your reaction to a proposal to call on the Congress 
to appropriate an indefinite amount for an indefinite time for use by 
a Government corporation how it pleases, where it pleases, when it 
pleases, and in what amounts? 

Governor Jounson. That would be completely contrary to all con- 
cepts that I have of a responsible fiscal policy on the part of the 
United States. It would fly completely in the face of that sort of 
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thing. I certainly wouldn’t approve of such a plan by the greatest 
stretch of the imagination. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. The last witness we had, the distinguished 
Governor, mentioned the fact that we shouldn’t be concerned with the 
$11,548 million that we are to pay in interest. I was wondering if 
you could borrow money at less than 3 percent for doing these kind 
of jobs in your State. What do you think of the interest proposition ? 

Gate JoHNSON. I am sure that we could borrow money with 
State bonds for less money than that. But our State bonds are tax 
exempt, as the Senator knows, while Federal bonds I understand may 
not be. 

Senator McNamara. Do you think that justifies the spread in 
what you can borrow it for and what is indicated here—3 percent, or 
perhaps more? This is an estimate. 

Governor JouNnson. I don’t know too much about the bond market. 
It would be my opinion that the State of Colorado could borrow money 
on its bonds for something in the neighborhood of 2 percent instead 
of more than 3 percent. 

Senator McNamara. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. In other words, you think, Governor, that if we 
must borrow money to improve our highway system, then we should 
borrow it at the lowest possible rate of interest in the interest of 
the taxpayers / 

Governor Jounson. Of course. That question answers itself. 
However, I want to make it plain that I am not advocating borrow- 
ing money. I think we ought to go on the pay-as-you-go basis and 
that we can. If this interstate highway program is justified, I think 
we ought to face the issue and go right out and raise the taxes. We 
hear a great deal about who is going to pay the money, whether the 
State is going to pay this much and the focal community that much. 
We must remember that all of the money that the State spends and 
that the local governments spend and that the Federal Government 
spends comes out of the people. They are the folks that have to 
pay this. 

Senator Gore. Governor, you say my question answers itself. I 
think I would be inclined to agree with your answer except that we 
have a proposal seriously made to do differently. It is proposed that 
we borrow the money outside of the Government debt, outside of the 
budget, and pay an interest rate considerably in excess of an economic 
borrowing by the Government. 

Governor JoHnson. I just think that is bad business. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have my reservations and ques- 
tions with regard to this whole financing program, but I wouldn’t 
want the distinguished Governor from Colorado or any member of 
the committee to accept the implication that the Finance Corporation 

roposed in the bill S. 1160 would have the authority to determine 
fost much money would go to any one State. 

Governor JoHNson. Senator, I didn’t make that statement. 

Senator Case. Iknow. But I thought that in the question asked by 
the chairman that implication might be given. The bill expressly 
provides that the States, by a certain date, shall report the estimates 
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of the costs for completing the so-called Interstate System, and then on 
page 18 of the bill it states [reading] : 

Except as provided in section 102 (d), the Secretary shall have the final 
responsibility— 
that is the Secretary of Commerce, representing the Bureau of Public 
Roads— 
after consultation with the States, the Department of Defense, and the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, for determining the scheduling and priority of 
construction of projects, taking into consideration the objective of a uniform 
rate of accomplishment of construction on the Interstate System in all the States 
and the availability of funds from the corporation. 

(b) The Secretary shall make allocations to the States in the amounts of the 
approved estimates, and the Secretary shall promptly notify the States of the 
approved construction programs and of the amounts so allocated. 

Senator Gorr. Approved by whom ? 

Senator Case. The estimates are estimated by the States as to the 
amount to be required for completion of the Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. I think you will find, Senator, upon careful examina- 
tion, that the determination of approvals is left entirely to the author- 
ities described in the bill. However, we will have time to examine this 
more carefully. 

Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neusercer. I would like to ask Senator Johnson one brief 

uestion. You and I come from western States almost identical in 
size and almost identical in population. Do you think there is any 
danger that States like ours would receive a disproportionately small 
amount of the money by the proposals in this bill which allow funds 
to be used for reimbursement Lor existing toll highways in other 
States? 

Governor Jounson. I don’t understand the reimbursable provisions 
that have been discussed. I heard the questions this morning and it 
relieved me to know that others didn’t understand, either, how definite 
that reimbursable factor might be. Iam frightened with it. This is 
what frightens me about this proposal: I know something about Con- 
yress, and I know how Congress operates. Under the interstate finan- 
cial system you have a long-range definite commitment that Congress 
or no one else can escape from. But at the same time, the States are 
assured and reassured, “We are going to continue the Federal-aid 
system and the secondary road system; we are going to continue all of 
those at the Federal level.” But Congresses come and go, and there 
are periods in this country when it becomes the policy of the Congress 
to reduce expenditures. 

Many of us have been hoping that that time would come soon. Such 
economy waves do come over the country occasionally. When that - 
economy wave comes this fixed expenditure is going to remain. It is 
not going to be altered. It cannot be altered legally. And it leaves 
only the Federal aid and the secondary road program as the only part 
that can be altered. I am afraid that in that day that method of 
financing will be drastically curtailed. I didn’t quite answer your 
question because I cannot answer it. We are interested in that. 

We want to know how much money we are going to get back, if any, 
for roads that we have already built under the old system, and whether 
we should get anything back or not is another question. 
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Senator Gore. Governor, we appreciate your appearance. I know 
that you will want to go with us to the memorial service for Senator 
Maybank. You have made a fine contribution. From the welcome 
that you have had here and the nonpartisan spirit from those who have 
served with you and those who haven't, we know you will be welcome to 
come back. 

Governor JoHNson. I appreciate that. 

Senator Marri. [ have great admiration for the judgment of 
Senator Johnson. Have you given any thought to the possible enact- 
ment of another 1-cent gasoline tax, federally, which, added to what 
we can contribute to the Interstate System from what we have now, 
would, I think, build on a pay-as-you-go basis this system in about 15 
years or a little less? Would you think that a plan like that would be 
feasible? 

Governor JoHnson. I think it would not only be feasible but it 
would be honest and I think it would be preferable. I think it would 
be much better in every way. This thing of borrowing money and 
having to pay it back 

Senator Martin. What I have been taking into consideration is 
the interest on these bonds that we are proposing which will have to 
be, I presume, about 3 percent. Taking that out and then adding to 
that another 1 cent plus what we can do from our present revenues, 
I am not sure but I think it will probably do this job in 15 years on 
a pay-as-you-go basis. 

I am not quite through with my estimate. I am doing a lot of 
work on it but I believe it will do it in 15 years. 

Governor Jounson. I estimated it would easily do it in 20 years. 
I have been working on that same problem. 

Senator Martin. I know it will do it in 20 years. 

Governor Jounson. I have allowed considerable in saying it could 
be done in 20 years, and I think it would be the right way to do it 
instead of borrowing money that other people have to come and pay. 

Senator Martin. Senator, do you think there would be a great 
deal of opposition from the States? Two years ago, maybe last 
year, I advocated to the Association of Highway Superintendents, or 
the secretary of highways, whatever they are called in the various 
States, that the Federal Government get out of the gasoline tax. 
I think we are all convinced that it is probably the best thing for the 
Federal Government to stay in. What I am getting at is that an- 
other cent, or if we wanted to do it faster, a cent and a half, whether 
or not there would be a great deal of objection from the governors to 
that proposal. 

Governor Jounson. I can only speak for one, and I know that I 
would have no objection. In fact I would favor it greatly. I think 
that would be a much better way to proceed on this program. I don’t 
want to see the Federal Government get out of financing transporta- 
tion because the Government has such a great stake in it for national 
defense, for peacetime, and for the general economy of the country. 

From every other point of view the Government ies a great stake 
in it and I wouldn’t want to see the Government get out of it. 

Senator Case. Governor, do you permit a refund to the farmers in 
Colorado of the State gasoline tax for the amount of gasoline which 
is used for nonhighway purposes? 

Governor JoHNsoN. Yes, we do. 
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Senator Case. Then if we were to consider proposing an increase 
in the Federal gasoline tax, and it is not refundable when paid by 
farmers for gasoline that they use in their tractors, would you agree 
then to dedicate the increase of the Federal gasoline tax to the 
building of the Interstate System ? 

Governor Jounson. Personally, I like to build these farm-to-market 
roads because that is what our people want. I would prefer to see, 
if there is a Federal increase in taxes, I would like to see at least that 
part of it go to the farm-to-market roads. 

Senator Case. Certainly. You wouldn’t want to go back to Colo- 
rado and say that you assented to an increase in the Federal gasoline 
tax which is unrefundable when the gasoline is used for nonhighway 
purposes and have the increase dedicated to the building of the 
Interstate System ? 

Governor Jounson. No, and I don’t like to go back to Colorado and 
tell them that I have been advocating taxing all of the people of the 
United States to build interstate highways that are going to do great 
economic harm to Colorado. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Governor Johnson, for your 
contribution to our record. 

I have here a statement by Gov. Lane Dwinell, of the State of 
New Hampshire, which will be made a part of the record at this 
point. Also a telegram from Mr. Ed. E. Reid, executive director of 
the Alabama League of Municipalities, and letters from Senators 
Thye and Young. 


(The material referred to is as follows :) 


MonTcGoMeRrY, AvA., March 1, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 


United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


As the official organization of Alabama’s city and town governments and 
their officials, we wish to have the record show that we do not endorse the 
provisions of the proposed Eisenhower highway program, but instead do endorse 
the objectives and principal features embodied in the Gore bill now pending 
before the Senate committee. We feel that the best interest of our municipalities 
and the State of Alabama will be best served by the passage of legislation in 
line with your highway-program recommendations rather than the program 
suggested by the Eisenhower administration. 


Ep B. REn, 
Executive Director, Alabama League of Municipalities. 


(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Gov. LANE DWINELL, OF NEw HAMPSHIRE 


It was, indeed, an act of great foresight when the last Congress directed that 
an appraisal of the condition of our entire highway system be made. The 
results of this appraisal are now well known and I do not need to repeat them. 
However, it would be pertinent to comment that this was the first really complete 
study made, a fact which is not as generally known. 

The cost of rehabilitation and modernization of our highway system may have 
been a shock to many citizens, but I would like to point out that the longer 
action is delayed the higher will be the total bill. 

I have been impressed by the relationship between the curve representing our 
gross national product and highway travel. However, I believe your com- 
mittee in examining this particular aspect of the situation might well note that 
our $535 billion economy projected for 1965 may not actually be obtainable 
unless action is taken to provide the highways necessary to creat that potential. 
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It has been estimated that our American business has invested $255.1 billion 
on hew plants and new equipment in the past 10 years. In 1954 their invest- 
ment for similar purposes was $33.6 billion. These figures are cited merely 
to indicate that necessary expenditures on our highways are not alarming and 
seein possible to provide. 

As governor of a State which has made heavy expenditures for its highways, 
I would like to suggest to you the action which would be most helpful to us. 

Normal programs: We require substantially the same Federal aid as is now 
provided for our secondary, primary, and urban systems, omitting, of course, 
the provisions now made for the interstate sections, 

Interstate System: The Interstate System should be completed as promptly 
as may be possible, substantially with Federal funds. We feel that unless this 
can be done within 10 years our economy and that of all other States will suffer. 
The potential loss in our national-defense capabilities is of equal importance. 

What the State has done: I recognize that in any suggestion as te Federal 
appropriations there is always a question as to whether the States themselves 
have made a genuine effort to solve their own problems. The State of New 
Hampshire I believe has made sincere and real efforts on its own part. It has 
in the past 5 years done the follewing: 

(a) Raised its gasoline tax to the level of all surrounding States. It is im- 
practicable to go beyond this or our return would diminish. Distances in New 
England permit selective purchase in event of variances in taxes. 

(b) Utilized its credit for $40 million of self-liquidating expressways. 

(c) Authorized bond issues which have permitted a 300 percent increase in 
yearly construction funds. 

We invite your most critical inquiries through the Bureau of Public Roads as 
to the extent of our own efforts. 

State and Federal relationships: No single entity of government can or should 
try to solve the entire problem. Concerted action on the part of all levels of 
government is required. In this effort New Hampshire pledges its full support 
and cooperation. 

The normal Federal-aid programs have indeed been helpful and accomplished 
much good. However, they have been general programs of aid which did not 
lead to the solution of any specific highway problem. The suggestion of the 
President’s Highway Advisory Committee that one major problem, the Inter- 
state System, be entirely solved is to my mind, the strongest and most important 
section of the report. 

Few dispute this point and it is evident that this concept is generously 
accepted. 

The real debate seems to be concentrated on details of financing. Some have 
argued that the adoption of a network of toll facilities would be the solution ; 
others that substantial borrowing is required. To my mind a solution must be 
found, but before reaching a final decision it might be wise to examine the bold- 
est and most courageous plan of all—that of doing the job on as close to a pay- 
as-you-go basis as possible. 

I feel that the Interstate System should be built by a Federal program because 
only through such a device can uniform standards and prompt execution of a 
program be insured. 

The solution of this highway situation will tax the ingenuity and resourceful- 
ness of your able committee, but I am confident that you will produce a plan 
which will by its contribution to our industrial economy and national defense 
be a monument to your endeavors. 

Your courtesy in permitting me to file this statement with you is appreciated. 


Letters from Senators Thye and Young with enclosure, are as 

follows :) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
WASHINGTON, D. C., March 2, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I have received today a letter from the Civic and Com- 
merce Association of Bemidji, Minn., dealing with the question of including 
United States Highway No. 2 in the National Interstate Highway System. 
Specifically, the Bemidji Civic and Commerce Association outlines the reasons 
why it believes United States Highway No. 2 should be included in the recom- 
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mended program of highway expansion. The following are the reasons set forth 
in the association's letter to me and from which I quote: 

“1. With the advent of the St. Lawrence waterway, Highway No. 2 will be a 
feeder for tbe agricultural products from the vast farming areas of North Dakota 
and eastern Minnesota to the ports of Duluth. 

“2. Highway No. 2 is a transcontinental roadway, vital to long distant east- 
west travel in this area. It is also America’s most important east-west highway 
for Canadian tourist and commercial traffic. 

“3. Since it is the farthest north of America’s transcontinental east-west high- 
ways it probably has strategic military value.” 

Undoubtedly you know that Senator Young inserted in the Congressional 
Record for February 28, 1955, the text of a resolution on the same question which 
was adopted by the House of Representatives of the State of North Dakota. 
That resolution, I note, was referred to your committee, and consequently, I am 
sure this whole question will receive careful consideration. Nevertheless, I did 
want to write you and, in doing so, I wish to express my own personal interest in 
the matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp J. Tu yk, United States Senator. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
March 2, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR DENNIS: Enclosed is a copy of senate resolution No. 6 adopted by the 
North Dakota State Senate in its 34th Legislative Assembly. 

As you will note, the resolution deals with the possible designation of United 
States Highway No. 2 as a part of the existing interstate system in view of its 
strategic military importance as a connecting link between the air defense in- 
stallations presently being established across our northern border. 

This resolution was adopted in favor of United States Highway No. 2 and its 
possible inclusion in the national system of highways, without prejudice to exist- 
ing interstate highways in the State of North Dakota or the other States served 
by this highway. , 

I would deeply appreciate your incorporating this resolution as a part of the 
record when legislation dealing with the Interstate System is considered by your 
committee. 

With warmest personal regards, 

Sincerely, 
Minton R. Youne. 


[Thirty-fourth Legislative Assembbly, State of North Dakota, begun and held at the 
Capitol in the City of Bismarck, on Tuesday, the fourth day of January, one thousand 
nine hundred and fifty-five] 


SENATE RESOLUTION 6 


(Baeverstad, Berube, Bilden, Bridston, Davis, Day, Dewing, Dolan, Duffy, Ferry, 
Fraser, Hernett, Johnson (Cavalier), Kieley, Knudson, Krenz, Leier, Living- 
ston, O’Brien, Olson, Page, Nelson, Solberg, Streibel, Torno, Tuff, and Wadeson ) 


A SENATE RESOLUTION to the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower, President of the 
United States; to the Congress of the United States; to the Honorable Sinclair Weeks, 
Secretary of the Department of Commerce; to the Honorable Charles E. Wilson, Secre- 
tary of Defense; to the Honorable C. D. Curtiss, Chief of Administration for the Bureau 
of Public Roads: to the Honorable Milton R. Young and the Honorable William 
Langer, United States Senators from the State of North Dakota; to the Honorable 
Otto Krueger and the Honorable Usher L. Burdick, Congressmen from the State of 
North Dakota, requesting a reallocation and increased strategic mileage in the Federal 
Aid Highway Act of 1944 to add United States Highway Two to the National Interstate 
Highway System 


Whereas the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944, which act amended the Federal 
Road Act, approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, provided that 
“There shall be designed in the continental United States a national system 
of interstate highways not exceeding 40,000 miles in extent, so located as to 
connect by routes as direct as practicable the principal metropolitan areas, cities, 
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and industrial centers, to serve the national defense and to connect at suitable 
border points with routes of continental importance in the Dominion of Canada 
and the Republic of Mexico” ; and 

Whereas the Act further provided that “The routes of the National System of 
Interstate Highways shall be selected by joint action of the highway departments 
of the several States and the adjoining States,’ and in another provision required 
approval by the Federal Works Administrator ; and 

Whereas Phillip B. Fleming, Major General, United States Army, Administrator 
of the Federal Works Agencies, caused to be entered a certificate of approval of 
the National System of Interstate Highways, dated the second day of August 
1947, which adopted a National System of Interstate Highways, selected by the 
joint action of the State Highway Departments of each State and adjoining 
States ; and 

Whereas the National System of Interstate Highways selected, modified and 
revised, as aforesaid, is comprised of routes totaling approximately thirty-seven 
thousand eight hundred miles in extent ; and 

Whereas there is a balance of two thousand two hundred miles within the 
forty thousand mile limit provided for in the Federal Aid Act of 1944 which can 
be placed on the Interstate System ; and 

Whereas United States Highway Two is the shortest route through arterial 
highway link between Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, and Seattle, Washington, and 
runs parallel to the northern border of the United States and intercepts all 
highway communications with Canada in the State of North Dakota as well as 
the several other boundary States; and 

Whereas said United States Highway Two plays an ever increasing integral 
and necessary role in the tremendous development of the country’s natural re 
sources; namely, oil, coal, gas, iron ore, nuclear, and other minerals, as well as 
the vast timber industry, and in the vast development of power being generated 
by the dams constructed and being constructed in the northwest, and in the 
expanding industrial development potential in the several States and in Canada, 
notably in the Provinces of Manitoba and Alberta, all of Which demands a revision 
and an increase in our vital defense needs ; and 

Whereas the said United States Highway Two, which can without any diffi- 
culty be linked from east coast to west coast through the States of New York, 
Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine; and connected with Canada’s highways 
Nine from New York to Montreal and Highway Seventeen from Montreal to 
Sault Ste. Marie, which are of importance in Dominion of Canada, is the only 
connection between our air-defense bases, the number of which and the personnel 
involved are known only to Congress, and Department of Defense officials, along 
the entire northern defense perimeter of the continental United States; and 
Whereas under the hourly maximum traffic classifications, the interstate desig- 
nation of the United States Highway Two to be determined by the Bureau of 
Public Roads, can be the classification of interstate rural, under the specifica- 
tion for the interstate system set out by the bureau, this could call for a two-lane 
highway with a one hundred foot right of way; and 

Whereas the total mileage involved in this petition is approximately two 
thousand one hundred seventy-eight miles in length and connects at points in 
seven States from the City of Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, to the City of Everett, 
Washington ; and 

Whereas while this is a petition from the State of North Dakota, it is contem- 
plated the joining by the several other States with similar petitions, action 
having already been started in the States of Montana, Idaho, and Washington, 
this is especially true in view of the gigantic growth and expansion of the areas 
served by, contiguous to and adjacent to United States Highway Two because 
such areas, at their accelerated progress, resulting from a shift of population and 
industry to the Northwestern States, and increasing industrial expansion in all 
areas, demand a revision of the transportation needs ; and 

Whereas this request that the designation of the United States Highway Two 
be placed on the National System of Interstate Highways is made without prej- 
udice to existing Interstate Highways in the State of North Dakota and in the 
other States served by the United States Highway Two: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of North Dakota, That the Senate does 
hereby, most earnestly and respectfully, request that the Congress of the United 
States recognize the strategic importance of United States Highway Two, and 
through the proper Federal agencies take immediate action to have United States 
Highway Two designated an integral part of the National System of defense 
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highways, and that it be placed on the National System of Interstate Highwuys; 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the Honorable 
Norman Brunsdale, Governor of the State of North Dakota, and by the Honorable 
Ben Meier, Secretary of State of North Dakota, to the Honorable Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, President of the United States ; to the Congress of the United States: 
to the Honorable Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of the Department of Commerce; 
to the Honorable Charles E. Wilson, Secretary of Defense; to the Honorable 
Cc. D. Curtiss, Chief of Administration for the Bureau of Public Roads; to the 
Honorable Milton R. Young and the Honorable William Langer, United States 
Senators from North Dakota ; and to the Honorable Otto Krueger and the Honor- 
able Usher L. Burdick, Congressmen from North Dakota. 

C. R. DAHL, 
President of the Senate. 
Epwarp Lecco, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

I hereby certify that the above and attached is a true and correct copy of 
Senate Resolution 6 as filed in this office by the Thirty-fourth Legislative Assem- 
bly of the State of North Dakota. 

BEN MEIER, 
Secretary of State. 

Senator Gore. The committee will be in recess until Friday at 10 
a. m. ; 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee was recessed until Fri- 
day, March 4, at 10 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 4, 1955 


Untrep STates SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusric Roaps, 
Washinaton. I). ¢ 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore (presiding), Symington, Thurmond, Me- 
Namara, Neuberger. 

Also present : Senators Kerr and Monroney. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. Other members 
of the committee have notified the clerk that they expect to attend, 
but unless we start reasonably on time, we will run into difficulty later. 

The committee is very pleased to have Senator Monroney with us 
this morning. He is not a member of the Public Works Committee 
but is vitally interested and takes a great interest in the proceedings 
of this committee. 

Senator Kerr, the senior Senator, is a member of the Public Works 
Committee, and I am going to call on him, as I am sure it will be all 
right with Senator Monroney, to present the witness from the State 
of Oklahoma this mor ning. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. We have 
here this morning the Governor’s attorney, Mr. Owen Townsend, 
Mr. Leroy Powers, attorney, State highway commission, and Judge 
J. I. Goins, chairman of the State highw ay commission and the diree- 
tor of our ‘highway department ; he “has initials, but eve rybody calls 
him Bud, Stoldt. 

I don’t know whether it is because they want to honor him or not, 
but they have decided among themselves ‘that Mr. Stoldt will present 
the testimony for the group. 

Mr. Stoldt, will you come right around and sit down by the young 
lady and make any statement you have in mind about this subject, 
and the members of the committee will ask you some questions. 

Senator Gore. The committee will be glad to hear you, Mr. Stoldt. 
Do you have a w ritten statement ? 

Mr. Srotpr. No, sir; I do not have a written statement. 

Senator Gorr. The committee will be glad to hear whatever pre- 


liminary statement you wish, and then we may wish to ask you some 
questions. 
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STATEMENT OF C. A. STOLDT, DIRECTOR, OKLAHOMA STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 


Mr. Srotpr. The people of Oklahoma are definitely interested in an 
accelerated road-construction program. Naturally they are hoping 
that it will bea program in which they can participate. 

We feel there that the Interstate System, to a large extent, is the 
responsibility of the Federal Government. We feel that the require- 
ments that have to be met under the operational memorandum by 
the Bureau of Public Roads will prohibit us in Oklahoma from taking 
a very active part as far as the Interstate System is concerned. 

We feel that these requirements should be eased in order that we 
could build the Interstate System in Oklahoma. 

Senator Gore. May I ask if this regulation is with respect to the 
existing program ? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct. This is a policy and procedure memo- 
randum No, 20-4, issued August 4, 1954, by the United States Depart- 
ment of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Gore. That was after passage of the 1954 act? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gore. That relates to the interstate on which there is a 
matching formula now of 60-40 / 

Mr. Sroutpr. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Would you indicate why in your opinion the State 
of Oklahoma cannot comply with the regulation ? 

Mr. Srotpr. This requires a controlled-access facility completely. 
It requires a minimum of 300 feet of right-of-way in rural districts 
unless access rights are acquired. Of course, this would be a divided 
highway, multiple lane, with service roads on each side if access rights 
are not acquired. 

It sets out in urban areas the same type of facility with a minimum 
of 200 feet of right-of-way. 

Senator Gore. Would you state that last again ? 

Mr. Srotpr. Two hundred feet of right-of-way in urban areas with 
controlled access. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean by controlled access in urban 
areas? Would they block off the streets if they were going through 
a town? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. And they want 200 feet ? 

Mr. Srotor. That is right. 

Senator Gore. You said a moment ago with respect to the 300 feet, 
they wanted 300 feet right-of-way unless you acquired access rights? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Will vou explain the difference? 

Mr. Srorpr. Three hundred feet would contemplate building a 
service road on each side of your divided, multiple-lane highway to 
take care of the abutting property, so that the abutting property 
would not have free access to your road. 

If you acquire the access rights where they couldn’t get on and off, 
except at the regular outlets, then we could get by with 200 feet of 
right-of-way. 

Senator Kerr. That would mean the elimination first of the service 
road, would it not? 
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Mr. Srotpr. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And, second, the prevention of the right of any 
abutting property owner for access to the highway other than at the 
regular outlets to which everyone would have access, is that correct / 

Mr. Sroupr. That is correct ; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Proceed with vour statement, Mr. Stoldt. 

Senator Kerr. Right there, you have a 90-mile toll road in Okla- 
homa, do you not ? 

Mr. Sroutpr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is it a fact that the spec ifications sent you by the 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads whic h sets those 
requirements in the Interstate Highway System, are more rigid and 
more exclusive on access and avail: ibility than your brand-new toll 
road ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. No,sir. This memorandum would require a road simi 
lar to the toll road that we have there. In other words, the access 
would be restricted to predetermined points, but in all characteristics, 
it would be a lot similar to the Turner Turnpike. The turnpike would 
meet the requirements. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a service road on the Turner Turnpike ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. No, sir; but they have acquired the access rights. 

Senator Kerr. Under the law is there not a requirement for more 
underpasses and overpasses and access in the turnpike as constructed, 
than you would contemplate in a road meeting specifications in that 
memorandum / 

Mr. Srotpr. This memoradum, Senator, I think, would require the 
construction of a road just exactly like the turnpike, as far as grade 
separations were concerned. 

In other words, you could not have crossings at grade. Every sec- 
tion line would have to be separated or provisions made in your State 
construction with sufficient right-of-way acquired so that you could 
come back later and put that in. 

Senator Kerr. The memorandum you have there, would you give 
that to the reporter and have her put that into the record ? 

Senator Gore. Yes, would you do that, Miss Reporter. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS—POLICY 
AND PROCEDURE MEMORANDUM No. 20-4 


PROGRAM AND PROJECT PROCEDURES 


Date of issuance: August 4, 1954. 
Subject: Policy on Interstate System projects. 
Supersedes: (This is an original issue). 
1. Purpose 
The purpose of this memorandum is to prescribe the policy of the Bureau of 
Public Roads in administering the Federal-Aid Highway Act with respect to the 


National System of Interstate Highways, hereinafter called the Interstate 
System. 


2. General 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 indicates the intent of the Congress to 
accelerate development of the Interstate System. This is clearly shown by the 
large separate authorization for improving the system and the permission to use 
Federal-aid Interstate funds to participate in the cost thereof to the extent of 60 
percent, in lieu of the usual 50 percent. It will be the policy of the Bureau of 
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Public Roads to accomplish that objective, and to effect the construction of the 
system to the high standards necessary for fast, safe, and economical travel. 


8. Location 


(a) The Interstate System has been established by cooperation between the 
State highway departments and the Bureau of Public Roads. The system as 
now established consists of continuous routes with designated cities as control 
points. 

Existing roads between these cities have been used as convenient indications 
of locations and mileage. Final location of a route between cities or other in- 
termediate control points agreed upon by the State and the Bureau of Public 
Roads shall be determined in advance of the time the route or portion thereof 
is proposed for improvement as an interstate project. 

Any presently designated route on the Interstate System that cannot be de- 
veloped to interstate standards between control points, cannot be considered the 
final location of the system. The route, however, may be retained on the Federal- 
aid system and be eligible for improvement with appropriate Federal-aid funds. 

(b) The Interstate System is limited by law to 40,000 miles. The established 
system, including the mileage for each route through urban areas, is now about 
37.600 miles measured along existing roads. The remaining 2,400 miles and any 
additional mileage brought about by future relocations that reduce length are 
reserved for additions to the system as needed. It is anticipated that these addi- 
tions will be principally additional routes into, through, and around urban 
areas. 

j. Standards 


(a) An Interstate System project is one for improving or constructing a sec- 
tion of highway on the final location of a route on the Interstate System. Such 
a project shall be designed and constructed to the Interstate standards adopted 
in 1945 by the American Association, of State Highway Officials as accepted by 
the Bureau in General Administrative Memorandum 288 and as hereinafter pro- 
vided. It shall provide for an ultimate development having the characteristics 
of a freeway, with the full control of access obtained either by legislative 
authority or by the construction of frontage roads serving adjacent private 
property. At the time of the initial project, control of access shall be obtained 
and adequate right-of-way acquired or reserved to provide for the ultimate de- 
velopment of such project. It is desirable that such acquisition or reservation 
of right-of-way and control of access extend over the entire section of the route 
between acceptable control points. 

(b) Rigid requirements for width of right-of-way cannot be established be- 
yond the general rule that the right-of-way must be sufficient to permit develop- 
ment of the route to interstate standards. In general, minimum widths of about 
200 feet in urban areas and about 300 feet in rural areas, together with addi- 
tional widths needed for slopes and interchanges, are suggested as guides. 
Right-of-way need not be of constant width, and conditions may make lesser 
widths necessary or greater widths desirable. 

(c) All highway and railway grade crossings are to be eliminated ultimately. 
Where grade separations are to be provided at a later date, the right-of-way 
for them is to be acquired or reserved so that it will be available when needed. 

(d) Exceptions to the preceding paragraphs may be made in sparsely settled 
rural areas which are a sufficient distance from cities to be outside their in- 
fluence. In such areas very lightly traveled farm entrances or minor public 
roads with little potential for traffic increase may be permitted to intersect at 
grade. 

If frontage roads are not provided in such areas, the rights to unrestricted 
access from adjacent property shall be acquired by the highway agency. Even 
in these areas it may be desirable to acquire additional right-of-way at inter- 
sections for adequate corner sight distance, control of access and possible future 
grade separations. 


5. Urban areas 


(a) Where the final location of an interstate route is through a city and the 
traffic justifies in addition a belt route around the city, the belt route may be 
added to the Interstate System. 

(b) Where the development of a route to interstate standards through a com- 
munity would result in such substantial damage to the abutting property or to 
the community that the development would be unreasonable and not in the 
publie interest, the interstate route should be located around the community 
where it can be developed to interstate standards. 
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The location should be as close to the central area of the community as feasible 
and should depart from the direct route through the community at such a distance 
therefrom as necessary to avoid undue indirection or appreciable additional 
distance of travel on the Interstate System. 

(c) Where the final location of an Interstate route is around an urban area, 
spurs may be provided to connect with important arterial routes or other de 
sirable objectives therein. Such spurs may be included in the appropriate 
Federal-aid system. 

6. Application of policy 

The policy stated herein is applicable to all projects hereafter approved for 
construction on the final location of the Interstate System, that are financed in 
whole or in part with Federal funds, regardless of the class of Federal funds 
involved. 

Senator Kerr. What is the width of the right-of-way for the 
Turner Turnpike / 

Mr. Srotpr. I think that is 200 feet on the average. 

Senator Gorr. What is the length of this toll road in Oklahoma / 

Mr. Srotpr. Approximately 90 miles. 

Senator Gore. How many access ee are there in that 90 miles? 

Mr. Srotpr. There is one at Chandler, Bristow, and Stroud. 

Senator Kerr. And Sapulpa. 

Mr. Srotpr. And Sapulpa, that is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. There are only 4 in 90 miles / 

Mr. Srotpr. Of course, on this it is contemplated that you would 
have access points to where you can get on about every 5 or 10 miles. 

Senator Gore. And, the two-lane service roads running roughly 
parallel under this regulation would be a part of the cost of the 
Interstate road ? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Then with a 4-lane road and then a 2-lane highway 
on either side, you really run into 8 lanes very rapidly ‘ 

Mr. Srotpr. That is right. 

Senator Gore. How much a mile would this cost, according to your 
estimates ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. Of course, an estimate on a highway would depend on 
your terrain and all that, but this would average $500,000 a mile, 
I would say. 

Senator Kerr. Is that in fairly open country / 

Mr. Sroutpr. In fairly open country: yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do I correctly understand it to be your position 
that if the Government is to require this type of road on the Inter- 
state System, it should bear the major portion of the cost ‘ 

Mr. Stoipr. Yes, sir; that is correct. The people in Oklahoma are 
not ready for this type of a facility. Personally we need it. I am of 
the opinion that we need it. But the people of Oklahoma still are of 
the opinion that a road is to serve their needs. 

This type of a road, of course, is not and does not best serve local 
needs. For that reason, it would be impossible for us in Oklahoma 
to construct roads of this nature that require any considerable amount 
of State funds. 

Senator Gore. Yet you think that this type of road should be 
constructed ? 

Mr. Sroupr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. To whom do you wish to assign the responsibility of 
building that type of road ? 
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Mr. Sroupr. I think that the responsibility definitely should stay 
with the State for the construction of these roads. 

Senator Gorr. Maybe either I do not quite understand you or you 
do not quite understand me. 

Senator Kerr. If I may explain it, you are asking him who should 
pay for it, and he is answering you who should construct and control 
it, if built and when built. 

Senator Gore. Yes; and I would like also to add to it, since the 
people of Oklahoma are not ready for this kind of road, just who is 
going to take the responsibility for making the decision to give it to 
them. anyway. Do you want that decision made in Oklahoma or in 
Washington / 

Mr. Srotpr. I think that decision will have to be made in 
Washington. 

Senator Gore. I must point out to you that if that be done, there 
are a number of complications. I wonder if that would be agreeable 
to you. 

In the first place, under the proposal before the committee to create 
a highway corporation, that could be done. 

The responsibility for acquiring rights-of-way for limited access, 
for making the decision and in: wigurating the program could be taken 
out of the hands of the Oklahoma Highway Department and the 
United States Congress and delegated to a so-called highway cor- 
poration. 

I wonder if you would want that, as an Oklahoma citizen, a Federal 
bureaucratic corporation with such all-embracive powers to come in 
and dictate to Oklahoma where the road would be, what kind it would 
be, when they would build it, how much right-of-way they would 
acquire, where the access points would be. I just wonder if you 
want to advocate that. 

Mr. Srotpr. No, sir; I definitely would not. 

I think definitely that the State should have the say as to location 
and alinement. Of course, the memorandum that we are discussing 
here sets out design standards. If these design standards are met, 
it would have to be out of the hands of the State. 

Senator Kerr. May I say, Mr. Stoldt, what you are telling the 
chairman, as I understand it, is that no highway department could 
impose | those standards and be kept in office by the people? 

Mr. Sroupr. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Then to go to another stage, yet you think that 
this kind of a road should be built and you would delegate the re- 
sponsibility to the Federal Government. Do I correctly understand 
you? 

Mr. Srotpr. No, sir; I am saying that the Federal Government 
should pay for the construction of these roads if these construction 
standards are to be met. 

Senator Gorr. Should we not first resolve the question as to whether 
those particular standards should be met. in the State of Oklahoma; 
and if so, whether it is to be the responsibility of the State of Okla- 
homa or the congressional delegation of Oklahoma or a corporation 
that would be beyond the control of either? 

Mr. Srorpr. I am of the opinion that the construction of these 
roads should be administered through the Bureau of Public Roads, 
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the same as all other Federal-aid projects are, with the cooperation 
of the various highway departments—the highway departments, of 
course, making these surveys, preparing the pl: ins and specifications, 
and supervising construction work. 

Senator Gore. I want to ask you about the other: Do you have a 
position on the two bills before the committee? Have you had an 
opportunity to study S. 1048 and S. 1160 ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. I have S. 1048. That was the bill that you introduced, 
I believe. 

Senator Gore. Yes, sir. You have not seen the administration bill ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. That has to do with the setting up of this corporation 
and implementing the Interstate System, does it not ¢ 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Strotpr. Yes, sir; lam familiar with that. 

Senator Gore. Would you give us your views with respect to these 
two bills or any independent proposal which you wish to suggest to us? 

Senator Kerr. I would like for the chairman to pursue that last 
question as to how he thinks this program should be conducted. 

Senator Gore. Yes, am goingtodothat. I would like to hear your 
attitude with regard to these two bills or any other suggestion which 
you as a highway official of the State of Oklahoma will make. 

Mr. Srotpr. Senate bill 1048 would affect the State of Oklahoma 
this way: under the Federal-Aid Act of 1954, the State of Oklahoma 
was allocated funds for the various systems in the total amount of 
$1614 million. 

Based on the same ratio of allocation—— 

Senator Gore. You mean allocation or do you mean apportion- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. Apportionment. 

Senator Gore. Yes, I believe apportioned is the word. 

Mr. Sroupr. Yes, sir. Under the same ratio of apportionment, 
Senate bill 1048 would provide funds in the amount of $2914 million 
for the State of Oklahoma for each of the fiscal years. That would 
require $2114 million of State funds to match. That is on the mateh- 
ing ratio of 50-50 on primary, secondary, and urban. 

As the bill would provide 6624 Federal on Interstate and 3314 of 
State funds, that would require $2114 million. 

Total State funds that will be available to the highway department 
in Oklahoma for the next biennium will be in the approximate amount 
of $32 million for each of the fiscal years. 

The appropriations have already been passed by our legislature. 
They appropriate out of the highway users’ tax, earm: irked percent- 
uges on the 3 previous years’ average. The amount of that appropria- 
tion was $25,200,000. Of course. th: at isona percentage. 

We know that the revenue from that earmarked percentage will be 
approximately $28 million. In other words, it will exceed the 3-year 
average. 

Senator Kerr. You get that as it is collected, if it is collected, al- 
though the amount appropriated by the legislature was designated, 
do you not ? 

Mr.Srotpr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

When the actual receipts equal the amount appropriated, any excess 
over that goes to the highway construction and maintenance fund. 
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Senator Kerr. You get that just the same as though it had been in- 
cluded in there, do you not 4 

Mr. Srotpr. That is right. The other bill itself appropriated to 
the highway construction and maintenance fund $4 million out of 
the general revenue fund, which will make a total of approximately $52 
million for each of the fiscal years biennium of State money. 

In Oklahoma for the past 8 or 10 years, it has averaged for ad- 
ministration, operating them, and the maintenance of the system, $12 
million a year. 

Of course, the system has to be maintained, so that $12 million has 
to be expended, regardless of any construction or new highways; so to 
take your operating and maintenance expense away from your $32 
million leaves you $20 million that we see that we will have for each of 
the next 2 fiscal years for construction work. 

Twenty million dollars would not be adequate to match Federal 
funds that would be available to the State. 

Senator Gore. You would lack a million and a quarter per year. 

Mr. Sroupr. That is correct. In respect to this bill, on the Inter- 
state System, of course, on the same ratio of apportionment as has been 
used, there would be $8,840,000 of funds for the Interstate System. 
That is Federal funds. 

On a one-third State matching basis, that would require $4,420,000 
State funds. We in Oklahoma have discussed this, and in line with 
what I have previously said, I do not believe that we could build 1 
mile of Interstate road on this two-third Federal—one-third State 
matching basis with 2 exceptions: We have a bypass at Tulsa that 
we can meet these requirements on. 

Senator Gore. How many miles would that be ? 

Mr. Sroupr. I think that is about 10 miles. We have part of that 
under construction now as an urban project, but there is, I think, 10 
miles left there, and we have about 20 miles in the Oklahoma City area 
that we could use these funds for. 

Senator Gore. Let us calculate that a minute. Your $4 million and 
the $8 Federal would be $12 million. 

Mr. Srotpr. It would be $18 million; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. That would, according to your estimation, build ap- 
proximately 26 miles. 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Then your 10 miles at Tulsa and 20 miles at Okla- 
homa City would fully utilize that amount ? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct: ves, sir; but what about the future 
program ? 

Senator Gore. We want to hear from you on that. So, for the first 
year, with the exception of a million dollars, you could raise and 
utilize the funds under 8S. 1048. 

Mr. Srotpt. No, I would modify that to this extent : it is impossible 
in Oklahoma—I am sure that it is impossible in all the other 47 
States—to make every construction project a Federal-aid project. 

To utilize Federal funds, naturally, you have to comply with stand- 
ards required for the various systems. There are always occasions 
that arise that make it impossible to get Bureau approval on every 
construction project; so I am sure that it would be impossible for the 
State of Oklahoma to expend the $20 million that they would have 
available each year for construction on a 100 percent Federal basis. 
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There are always items that the Bureau of Public Roads will not 
partic ipate in in any 1 year’s program. 

Senator Kerr. Could you give us an estimate, Mr. Stoldt, of the 
average amount each vear that the State spends on construction where 
it pays 100 percent of the cost 

Mr. Srotpr. That in the past, Senator, has run better than 25 per- 
cent of the funds expended for construction work on what we call 
straight State-aid projects. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, if you had $20 million available for 
construction on the basis of history, about one-fourth of that would 
be used on 100 percent State projects ? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is definitely correct. We had that figured up re- 
cently. 

Senator Kerr. Is it fair to say that on most of those roads, your 
reason for making it a 100 percent for the project is that you can get 
an all-weather serviceable road at the places where you want it and 
pay for it 100 percent and put out less money than if you did it ona 
Federal-aid program, and they paid half of it and you had to meet 
their specifications ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I hope all members of the committee will break in 
any time and ask questions since this is quite an informal hearing; 
but I would like you to proceed and give your estimate of the two bills 
and then any different suggestions that you may wish to make. 

Mr. Srotpr. Thank you. Now, we in Oklahoma have no objection 
to Senate bill 1048, because we do want an accelerated highway pro- 
gram. This definitely would provide us with additional Federal 
funds. We feel, as I have stated, that the two-thirds Federal—one- 
third State on the interstate is not an appropriate basis. 

Senator Gore. What would you think would be an appropriate divi- 
sion of the cost? 

Mr. Srotpr. What is this other bill that you were talking about, 
the one that would implement the Clay report ? 

Senator Gorr. The administration bill? 

Mr. Sroupr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. It provides that all of the additional expenditure be 
paid by the Federal Government, that the States continue to appro- 
priate what they are now appropriating and spending on the inter- 
state with the exception of the cost of rights-of-way. 

I am not sure that I —" understand the terms of the bill with 
respect to rights-of-way, as I do not have the exact language before 
me, but as I recall it, it provides that in case the Federal Government 
acquires the rights-of-way, it shall pay 95 percent of it. 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. The bill does not say who will pay the other 5 per- 
cent, and I do not know what it would cost to get the kind of rights- 
of-way which you describe in Oklahoma or what 95 percent of that 
cost would amount to, if you were expected to pay 5 percent of it. 

Mr. Srotpr. As I understand this bill, Senate bill 1160, it would 
provide funds for primary, secondary, and urban in substantially the 
same amounts as they have been apportioned under the 1954 act. 

Senator Gore. I would like to make a slight correction there. The 
bill, S. 1160, does not relate to primary, urban, or secondary at all, 
except that it reduces the amount available for urban by $100 million. 
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It would allow the present laws to remain in effect on those 3 sys- 
tems of roads with the exception of reducing the urban by $100 
million. 

Mr. Svoupr. So on a 10-year plan, under this, we could expect that 
our other funds—I agree that this refers directly to the Interstate 
System—but it is contempl: ited, as I understand it, that the funds 
would remain fairly constant on the other systems. 

This would provide Federal funds $25 billion over the 10-year 
period, and States would be expected to participate in the amount of 
approximately $2 billion over the 10-year period, which, as I under- 
stand, would be approximately what each State would be required to 
match interstate funds apportioned to them for the next fiscal year 
under the 1954 act. 

In Oklahoma that would be $2,062,000. In other words, under the 
1954 act with the interstate funds that we have available—Federal 
funds—next vear, $3,094,000, would require State funds to match of 
$2,062,000. That definitely would not be possible to do that each year. 

Senator Gore. What do you understand would be apportioned to 
Oklahoma under this bill S. 1160? 

Mr. Strotpr. I do not understand that any specific or definite amount 
would be apportioned to any State, that when they had plans ready, 
they meet interstate standards, that they would then apply for those 
funds to the Bureau of Public Roads, but that no definite particular 
amount would be set up for each fiseal year. 

Senator Gore. If you were a member of the United States Congress, 
House or Senate, representing the State of Oklahoma or the State of 
Tennessee, would you want some assurance that your State would 
receive an apportionment each year, before you voted for a bill? 

Mr. Srouwr. In my opinion that would not be material if—and I 
assume that it is—the $27 billion that you are talking about is suffi- 
cient to complete the 40,000 miles of highways in the United States 
to interstate standards required. 

Senator Gore. Do you not think that is quite a dangerous assump- 
tion? 

Mr. Strotpt. It could be. 

Senator Gore. Suppose that there is difficulty in acquiring the 
rights-of-way in your State. Suppose that your State government 
does not wish a right-of-way requiring some 250 to 600 feet through 
the State. Suppose that for some reason, for various reasons, over 
a period of 5 years, there is litigation. 

The matter is tied up in the courts. No apportionment is actually 
made to the State of Oklahoma, but in several other States the pro- 
gram is going fine, going so fine that all the money is spent before 
Oklahoma is ready to take her share. It would then become quite a 
material thing, would it not ? 

Mr. Srotpr. I think what you would find is that in every State an 
effort would be made on the part of your State government and your 
department of highways to utilize these funds as fast as possible. 

It would behoove us in Oklahoma to be ready to build this road if 
this bill happened to pass to build these roads. 

Senator Gorr. Would you propose, if this bill becomes law, that the 
State of Oklahoma would acquire the rights-of-way, and build the 


roads, or would you propose that the highway corporation acquire the 
rights-of-way ? 
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Mr. Sroupr. I would be of the opinion that to most effectively con- 
struct those roads to expedite the construction of these roads, that that 
should be handled in exactly the same manner that all other Federal 
aid highway projects are handled—through the State highway depart 
ment, 

Senator Gore. Did I not understand you to say in the beginning 
that Oklahoma would not be prepared to build this kind of a road ¢ 

Mr. Stotpr. Not if the State has to contribute any considerable sum 
of money toward their construction. If IL may, we understand the 
Interstate System—it is a system that we have to have. Our citizens 
in Oklahoma, and I do not think they are any different from the 
citizens in any of the other States or in, we will say, Tennessee. 

Senator Gore. I would say they exercise very good judgment in the 
men that they send to the United States Senate. 

Mr. Stoupr. I agree with you. They do not understand the mean 
ing or the intent of the Interstate System. We do. 

I think that it would be better by far if instead of referring to this 
as a system of interstate highways, that it be designated defense high- 
ways or military highways. 

That, I think, would eliminate a lot of confusion and objection to 
te roads that we have. In other words, if the people thought that 
these roads were being built for military purposes in case of an emer- 
gency, that a lot of the objection would be lifted. 

As to the value of a road of that kind, it definitely has been proven 
in Oklahoma by the Turner Turnpike that this type of a facility is 
desired and meets a requirement; but in western Oklahoma and south- 
ern Oklahoma and in eastern Oklahoma, the people do not under- 
stand. 

Senator Kerr. And northern Oklahoma ? 

Mr. Srotpr. And northern Oklahoma. I come from northern 
Oklahoma. 

Senator Gore. Is it a fair deduction from what you have said that 
what you really want is the present program by which the control of 
the highw ay and the construction of the highw: ay will be left to ~ 
State highw: ay department, but with the Federal Government paying : 
larger share of the interstate road cost than is now presently paid or 
than is proposed by S. 10484 

Mr. Sroupr. Correct. Again, I think that the construction of these 
roads should be administered the same as all Federal-aid highway 
roads are now. I think that rigid requirements as to standards on 
design, right-of-way widths, and so forth, are fine, and it is for that 
reason that if it were known as a system of military roads, it would 
be much easier for our people to understand it, and for them to go 
along with design standards and bypassing of cities and towns. 

Senator Gorr. You do not think that is hard to underst: and, do you ¢ 

Mr. Stotpr. How is that, Mr. Chairman / 

Senator Gore. Go ahead with your presentation, Mr. Stoldt. 

Mr. Srotpr. I think it should originate with the department of high- 
ways as to alinement and design, of course, meeting required standards, 
and they should be submitted to the Bureau of Public Roads for 
approval the same as all other Federal-aid projects are. 

Senator Gore. If we do expand the present program as you suggest, 
with a larger share of the interstate roads borne by the Federal Govern- 
ment, I come back te the question that I asked you earlier: What 
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do you think would be a fair share for the Federal Government on 
the one hand and for the State government on the other ¢ 

Mr. Svrotpr. Where the State government would in the future par- 
ticipate in a like amount as they did to match interstate funds for 
the fiscal year starting July 1, 1955. 

Senator Gore. In other words, you think that the States from now 
on should not be expected to provide any additional funds over and 
above what they are presently providing for the interstate roads ¢ 

Mr. Strotpr. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Would you project that for 10 years or 20 years! 
Suppose your State became a great deal more prosperous, and your 
funds were larger, then would you think it would be equitable to 
afford the opportunity for them to contribute more 

Mr. Srotpr. Of course, | am not, and do not propose to suggest that 
I am, an expert on financial matters as to looking into the future; 
but I cannot see anything within the next 10-year period that will 
materially affect the economy of the State and increase revenues com- 
ing in to the State to any material degree. 

Senator Gore. Let us get down to the figures of your State, if I 
may. You say you have available for the next biennium $2 million 
per year for your share on the interstate roads ¢ 

Mr. Srowpr. That is right. That is State money. 

Senator Kerr. Two million four, was it not, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Srotpr. $2,062,000, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Let us, for the sake of convenience, assume $2 million. 
Then under a 2 to 1 matching formula, that would make $6 million 
per year on interstate roads. 

Mr. Sroupr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. If that would build 12 miles per year, how long 
would it require to modernize the interstate mileage in Okl: thoma / 

Mr. Srotpr. We have slightly in excess of 800 miles on the Inter- 
state System in Oklahoma. Six miles a year. 


Senator Kerr. No, 12 miles a year would take 65 years, would it 
not ¢ 


Mr. Sroupr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Is it all in an obsolescent state ? 

Mr. Srotpr. Ninety-nine percent of it. 

Senator Gore. Do you think under the proposed program that a 
major part of that mileage would be made 4-lane or would the major 
part remain 2-lane? 

Mr. Srotpr. A major portion of it would be four-lane. 

Senator Gorr. What would the right-of-way anticipated by the 
proposed new program cost on that 800 miles? I w ona not expect 
you to come really close, but give us a general estimate on a right-of- 
way, a minimum of 250 feet and running up to approximately 600 
feet in the areas where you would need 4 lanes or a 6-lane road. 

Mr. Srotpr. I am going to make a guess that the right-of-way cost 
on that width would ave rage on the 800 miles, $15,000 to $20,000 per 
mile. 

Senator Gore. Taking $20,000 a mile, that would be $16 million. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Storpr. That is correct. 
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Senator Gore. As I understand the program from General Clay, 
one of the very first things to be done is acquisition of right-of-way, 
is that the way you understand it‘ 

Mr. Srouwr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you think the State of Oklahoma would be pre 
pared right away to pay SsV0,000 as its share of rights-of-way ¢ 

Mr. Svoupr. I feel that they would; yes, sir. 

Senator Tuurmonp. They would pay how much ? 

Mr. Sroipr. $800,000. 

Senator Gore. That is, roughly calculating 5 percent of $16 mil- 
lion. Would the State of Oklahoma—and I am asking you these ques- 
tions because we are using the State of Oklahoma as an example; you 
are right on the road, : and I am very interested in having your reaction 
to these various practical problems—would the State of Oklahoma, in 
your opinion, be ready to go out and condemn the rights-of-way and 
acquire the right-of-way immediately on the S00 miles ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. I am going to answer that yes, with the knowledge that 
a limited access road would be constructed. 

Senator Gore. If you will turn to the language on the last page 
of the bill, S. 1160, L would like to read you the fifth and sixth 
lines: “the allocation made under this Act shall not be deemed 
apportionment.” 

Cherefore, your understanding of the bill is correct. It would 
abandon the apportionment principal by which States would be ap 
portioned a certain amount of the Federal appropriations and leave 
to the Federal highway corporation the decision as to when the 
money would be spent, where it would be spent, how it would be spent, 
and in what amounts. 

Senator Thurmond. 

Senator THurMoND. I want to say I have been very much impressed 
with your knowledge of the situation and your views. 

I would like to ask you this: Do I correctly construe your opinion 
about this, that it would be better for the Federal Government to 
build these interstate highways and possibly call them defense high 
ways, in view of relieving the tension or objection on the part of the 
residents of the local State! ¢ 

Mr. Sroupr. That is correct. 

Senator THurmonp. If that should be done, what would be a fair 
manner in which these roads should be built / 

For instance, suppose the Federal Government on that theory of 
defense or quickly moving troops from one section to the other, or 
to evacuate target-area cities, large populations, which would be a 
great hazard in the event there were an atomic attack, or in case 
an airborne army should be dropped, what would be a fair distribution 
of the cost of such highways between the Federal Government and the 
State, or do you feel the Federal Government should bear the entire 
cost ¢ 

Mr. Stroipr. I feel actually that the Federal Government should bear 
the entire cost. 

Senator THurRmMonp. And to continue the present road system like 
we are going now / 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct. 
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Senator THurmonp. In view of that, would it be just if the States 
provided the right-of-way? The States could provide it probably 
cheaper if the a al people felt that the State was providing the right- 
of-way than if the Federal Government were to provide. it; do you 
not agree ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes; I agree with you that the State would be in a 
position to acquire the right- of-way at a lesser cost than would the 
Federal Government. However, I could not definitely say that the 
State of Oklahoma—let me amend that. I think I could definitely 
say that the State of Oklahoma would not be in a position to spend 
$16 million for rights-of-way next year. I could make that definite. 

Senator THurmMoNnpb. What do you think it would be if the Federal 
Government should build this system of defense highways—we will 
call them defense highways—across the State of ( )klahoma, what pro- 
portion of the 1 ight- of-ways would be fair to ask the State of Okla- 
homa to provide? 

Mr. Sroupr. Of course, in this instance I am going to have to give 
you my opinion, because that is a matter that would have to be de- 
termined by the members of the Highway Commission; but I am of 
the opinion that the figures that Senator Gore mentioned are probably 
proper. 

In other words, approximately 800,000 to a million dollars out of 
$16 million. You see, in Oklahoma, as I have stated, we expect to 
have approximately $20 million for construction purposes. That is 
for new projects, State money; and I am sure that there would be a 
lot of opposition by the citizens of Oklahoma for the Highway Com- 
mission to go out and spend any considerable sum for the acquisition of 
this right- of-w ay in any one year for the simple reason that the time 
they did it, it would mean that some construction project that had been 
programed could not be built. 

If it is a system of military highways, I feel that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should pay for it. 

Senator THurmonp. Of course, if these highways are built, the 
people of the State would get to use them too. 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct. 

Senator Tirurmonp. Is there any question in your mind that such 
a system of highways is needed in view of the requirements of national 
defense ? 

Mr. Sroupr. I am definitely of the opinion that that system of high- 
ways is needed. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Is there any question in your mind that this 
system of highways is needed to expedite interstate commerce ? 

Mr. Sroupr. I am of the opinion that it is needed to expedite such 
traffic. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Is there any question in your mind that this 
system of highways would save lives and prevent injuries and there- 
fore promote the public health and welfare of the people? 

Mr. Srotpr. This system of highways if constructed, I am sure, 
would materially cut our annual accident rate and would save many 
lives each year. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Is there any question in your mind that this 
system of highways would by virtue of providing a shorter or more 
direct route and providing the top system of highways for interstate 
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travel would reduce the cost of operating of vehicles over the high- 
ways of the States ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. It would definitely reduce the cost. 

Senator THurmonp. Is there any question in your mind that this 
system of highways would relieve m: iny traffic jams and congestion 
that now exist in and hear the suburban and urban areas of the cities ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. This system of highways naturally would save many, 
many hours, days, over a period ofa year in time lost. 

Senator Tuurmonp. As the years go by, say 10 years from now, if 
such a system of highways is not constructed, do you predict a terrific, 
almost unbearable c ongestion and jam to result / 

Mr. Srotpr. I do. ‘The best sources have predicted how much that 
traffic will be deve sloped. ‘These miles traveled will be developed 
within a 10-year period. Some have said a 50-year period. I agree 
and am of the opinion that miles of travel, vehicle miles of travel, will 
develop somewhere between 10 and 15 years. 

There are a number of our metropolitan areas now that previously 
eliminated their street rail systems that are now contemplating having 
to restore those systems due to the fact that your traffic congestion in 
your metropolitan areas is becoming an impossible situation. 

This system of highways, of course, has been in my opinion made 
necessary by several different reasons. ‘In the first place, in Okla- 
homa—and I think that Oklahoma is « ‘omparable to the other States 
our main highways, our Interstate System, was constructed in the 
early twenties. 

Naturally they were designed for conditions as they existed at that 
time. 

Senator Tuurmonp. The convenience of the people. 

Mr. Stotpr. And for the convenience of the people, and the main 
purpose was from farm to market or from community to community. 

That was the way that our highway system was developed. A major 
portion of our main highways, our primary system, was constructed 
at that time by county bond issue. 

The State highway department, I think, was first created in 1915, 
that again as an advisory board to county commissioners, up until 
the early twenties, and it was in the early twenties before the highway 
department actively got into the construction of highways in 
Oklahoma. 

Now, with this terrific increase in traffic and the situation of freight 
moving over the highways since 30 years ago, nad today has made it, I 
think, | imperative that this system of highways be constructed. 

Our problem has changed from, as I said, farm to market and from 
community to community. We still have that problem, and we are 
still going to have to take care of that problem and serve those people 
and maintain those roads from farm to market. 

At that time, it is my guess that 90 percent—I am talking about 
some 30 years ago—of all the inland freight in the United States 
moved by rail. 

Today even not considering the tremendous increase in tonnage of 


freight that moves today over what moved : 30 years ago, today 75 


pe reent of all the freight that moves in the United States moves by 
highway. 

Therefore, when you are talking about this system of highways, 
you are not talking ‘about the highway that we need in Okl: ahoma to 
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serve our own people ; we are talking about a highway to serve military 
needs and to move this freight. 

Senator TiturMonp. And to evacuate people, if necessary. 

Mr. Sroupr. I think it is a national problem and not a State prob- 
lem; for military purposes, of course. I think in a case of an emer- 
gency that the military should have the authority to block all other 
traffic off of this road if necessary, and, regardless of the construction 
of this road, we are still going to have to maintain our existing 
alinement, pavement that we need and that everybody in Oklahoma 
considers the Interstate System. 

In other words, we are going to have to maintain and improve 
United States Highway No. 66 across the State of Oklahoma. We are 
going to have to do the same with Highways Nos. 77 and 62. So 
this will eliminate any problem that we are now having. 

It will solve an interstate traffic and freight problem and a military 
wroblem; but it will not necessarily solve any of our local problems 
in Oklahoma. I think definitely it is a national problem. 

Senator THurmonp. You will still need to construct and maintain 
your system of highways for the convenience and necessity of the local 
residents of your State, will you not ¢ 

Mr. Sroutpr. That is definitely correct. 

Senator THurmMonp. However, such a system as this would be avail- 
able for evacuation of your citizens if the need should arise. 

Mr. Srotpr. Correct. 

Senator THurmonp. In view of your statement, do I construe it to 
be your opinion then that the present system of construing roads is 
desirable and should be continued, and that in addition have an 
Interstate System which we would call a defense system of highways, 
it is your opinion that that should also be construed but as a separate 
entity, so to speak, from this present system, and that such a defense 
system eae be provided er entirely from the Federal Gov- 
ernment ? 

Mr. Stotpr. That is correct. 

Senator Tuurmonp. I would like to ask you this: If such a plan is 
proposed—and I want to say that there has been considerable thought 
that has been given to the very things that you mentioned this morn- 
ing by several of us—would there be serious objection to the financing 
of this plan through a system of tolls in view of the deficit which the 
Federal Government now has and the need for some system of financ- 
ing without causing the Federal Government to go terrifically in debt 
again without a prospect of paying that debt? 

Mr. Srorpr. Again that will have to be an opinion. TI am of the 
opinion that there would be objection to the financing of this program 
by the collection of tolls. However, I am just as certain that if this 
system of highways is not constructed by the Federal and State 
Governments that we will have a system of toll roads. 

That is already provided for in the State of Oklahoma. Of course, 
you know that the Turner Turnpike between Oklahoma City and 
Tulsa, has been completed and open for some 214 years, and that con- 
tracts will be let in the immediate future for the toll road from Tulsa 
northeast toward Joplin. 

Authority has been voted by the people for the turnpike authority 
to construct a toll road from Oklahoma City north toward Wichita, 
Kans., which also is one of the interstate routes. 
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There is another toll road authorized in Oklahoma from Oklahoma 
City southwest, which does not parallel any existing interstate aline- 
ment; but Iam of the opinion that these roads are necessary. 

They will be constructed either by the Federal and the State govern- 
ment or by toll authorities. 

Senator THurmonb. Do I construe correctly your statement then 
that the need for these roads is so urgent that if the Federal Govern- 
ment does not build the roads, the States will be forced to do it even 
if they have to put on tolls? 

Mr. Srotpr. Through turnpike authorities, that iscorrect. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurmMonp. Of course, tolls are not always desirable. 

Mr. Sroitpt. I stated—maybe I was misunderstood in the start of 
the statement about those—that it was my opinion that there would 
be considerable objection on the part of the people for the Federal 
Government and the State of Oklahoma themselves as such to go in 
and construct these roads and then collect a toll on them. 

Senator THuurmonp. If this svstem of roads should be constructed, 
the defense system, as we called them, the Interstate System chiefly by 
the Federal ‘Governme ‘nt or altogether by the Federal Government, 
as the case may be, what system do you recommend to finance these 
roads / 

Mr. Sroutpr. I do not believe that I would be able to give you an 
answer that would mean anything to that question. 

[am sure that you gentlemen are far better qualified to consider how 
these funds should be raised and so forth, than I would be. 

Senator THurmonp. It is going to take money to build them. 

Mr. Sroutpr. That is correct. 

Senator THurMonpb. We do not have the money now. 

Mr. Sroipr. I am sure that is correct. 

Senator THurmMonp. How is the best way to raise it ? 

Senator Kerr. Are you telling the Senator that you are an engineer 
and not a financier? 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes, sir. 

Senator THURMOND. It seems to me though that this gentleman has 
a pretty broad comprehension of this problem about as well as any 
man that has been before this committee. I will say that to you. 

I would like to ask you this question: If it were necessary to levy 
tolls to build this road system rather than not build it, then would you 
favor it? 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes, sir: personally I would. That is one individual. 

Senator THUuRMOND. oe aking of the Federal Government now. 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes sir: I understand, paying for the roads. 

Senator THurmonp. Altogether or chiefly ? 

Mr. Stoupr. We need the roads. W e are going to have to get the 
roads somewhere. I as an individual—and I definitely am not speak- 
ing for the Governor of Oklahoma, nor the members of the highway 
commission, nor the people of the State of Oklahoma—but I say T 
paves would be in favor of paying a toll on it if that is the only 

way these roads can be constructed. 

Senator THurMonD. Of course, there would be other roads available 
for the local people to use without tolls if they didn’t see fit to use this 
top system of fast roads and pay the toll. 

Mr. Stotpt. That is correct. 
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Senator THurmMonp. So they would have a choice and they would 
not be forced to use this system on which tolls would be required if 
the system did require tolls. 

Mr. Stotpr. That is right. 

Senator THurMOnD. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Continuing that same line of thought, would 
you be more favorable to increasing the Federal gasoline tax a cent to 
a cent and a half rather than have tolls to pay ‘for them? 

Mr. Stouyr. Personally I would, but I again hate to speak for any- 
body other than myself on matters of this kind. 

Senator McNamara. I think you have indicated quite an objection 
not only of yourself but on the part of your people. You have some 
experience in this matter, because you have had a toll road in opera- 
tion. 

Mr. Stotpr. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Then you are in a position to know whether 
your people would have more or less objection to an increase in the 
gasoline rate, and so your expression and your thought is that it 
would be less objectionable than toll roads? 

Mr. Svoipr. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. T agree with that. 

Senator TiurMonp. I am glad to get your thinking on that. 

Senator McNamara. Your ‘thought about your statement about the 
defense highways is that your people would get considerable use of, 
save wear and tear on the car by the better "road, safer driving, et 
cetera; in view of that would they object to paying at least a portion 
of these so-called defense highways? 

Mr. Sroupr. I think that is right. I do not think there would be 
any objection on that as contained in this bill. 

Senator McNamara. You are talking about the 5 percent ? 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. That is only on acquisition of rights-of-way, 
is it not ? 

Am [right on that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. I believe so. 

Senator McNamara. Yes; that is only 5 percent of it. 

Senator Kerr. Does not 8. 1160 contemplate the States continuing 
to pay the same amount for the Interstate System that they would be 
paying in 1954 and 1955 and 1956? 

Senator Gorr. As I understand the ¢ ‘lay plan, it contemplates that, 
but I find no such provision in the bill. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Mr. Srotpr. I am of the opinion that the people in Oklahoma would 
be willing to go along on that basis, where they would continue to 
contribute through this period the same amount of State money for the 
Interstate Sy stem as they are now contributing. 

Senator McNamara. There is some mention made of an airborne 
army in your line of questioning, Senator 

Senator Gore (interposing). May I correct my statement there? 

On page 19 of the bill, I find that payments to the State made pur- 
suant to this section shall be subject to the following conditions: 


(1) That construction of projects on the Interstate System in each State shall 
be in accordance with the standards approved by the Secretary ; 
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(2) That the State participates in the costs of construction in each fiscal year 
in an amount in cash or services bo less than that which would have been re- 
quired as its matching amount payable for construction of projects on the Inter 
state System under the provisions of section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1954 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956; and 

(3) That the State will have the same obligations as to maintenance of the 
projects constructed under this Act that it has under Federal-aid highway 
legislation. 

Senator McNamara. Then it develops that it is not 5 percent, but 
a greater amount. 

Senator Gore. I want to point out further that it is not clear at all 
as to whether the cost of rights-of-way are encompassed in that legis- 
lation. That is something we will have to have an explanation about. 

Senator McNamara. This so-called use of highways by airborne 
armies that has been mentioned here as an element of hazard in that, 
too, because we know that highways are two-way streets. 

The enemy comes down those streets, as well as our people going up, 
so that is something to take into consideration. 

You indicate $800,000 would be your share of this $16 million for 
acquisition of property. If you are going to use these highways more 
or less for evacuation of heavily populated areas, then have you con- 
sidered the cost per mile of condemnation in the presently built-up 
in this $800,000 ? 

The reason I ask that is the last witness said that it would cost 
$4 million a mile to acquire property in the heavily populated areas. 

Mr. Srotpr. We have that problem pretty well in hand in Okla- 
homa. In other words, Oklahoma City and Tulsa have both devel 
oped an urban plan, and on this particular toll that we are thinking 
“bout in both areas, the right-of-way has been acquired in the Okla 
homa City urban area, and in the Tulsa urban area, with the exce p- 
tion that Tulsa is now figuring out an expressway through their 
business part of their town. 

That, we hope and they hope, may be added to the Interstate Sys- 
tem as their city route, and they are contemplating calling a bond 
election to pay for that right-of-way. 

So I do not think in the Tulsa area and Oklahoma City area that 
we are confronted with any right-of-way problem. 

Senator McNamara. You made one point in the early part of your 
ey that the specifications went far beyond what you nee ded for 
practica y paRpooes in your State. Do you think generally they are 
too tough! 

Mr. Srotpr. For the type of road that we are talking about, I do 
not think the requirements as to design standards are too rigid at all. 
I think it was necessary. The point I tried to make is that the people 
in Oklahoma, regardless of what I may think as director of highways, 
are not going to let me build that highway. 

Senator McNamara. They cannot afford to put that much in it, 
can they ? 

Mr. Srotpr. No, sir. 

Senator McNamara. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neusercer. I just wanted to ask one question, because I, 
too, have been impressed with the excellent presentation, so I am 
going to ask a sort of little thing: Do you not think it might be better 
in the long run instead of going so far into debt and paying so much 
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in interest, that does not build 1 mile of road, that perhaps if the 
Federal gasoline tax were raised to 3 cents, an additional cent, and, 
let us say, the various States w ere encouraged to raise the gasoline tax 
tose ents—yours is presently 614 cents, is it not / 

Mr. Sroupr. Six and one-half; yes, sir. 

Senator Nevpercer. What would you think of that? In other 
words, more of a pay-as-you-go business and more money going into 
pavement and less into interest 

Mr. Sroupr. It is my opinion—and again I add that it is my per- 
sonal opinion, and I am not speaking for anybody other than myself— 
that there would be very little objection in Oklahoma to an increase 
in the Federal gasoline tax; but I do not believe you could ever increase 
the State gasoline tax in Oklahoma. 

And, again this is my opinion, but I think that the administration 
in Oklahoma would be opposed to an increase in the gasoline tax, 
Personally I would be in favor of it. 

Senator Neusercer. Along this line, is it not true, that if they have 
to be paid for, according to the Clay report, it will cost $1114 billion 
in interest charges, which, as you know, does not build a bridge or a 
culvert or buy 1 foot of pavement, and if it were presented to the 
people of Oklahoma or my State of Oregon, do you not think they 
might be willing to have an increase not only in Federal but in State 
taxes rather than have such an enormous portion go into the banks 
rather than to the contractors that build roads / 

Mr. Sroupr. I think that you are correct; I think that they could 
be sold. 

Senator Nevuspercer. I know so little about this, but it seems to me 
that is such a key to this thing—I think you need the system, but so 
much of it goes into interest char ges, and the thing that impresses me, 
Mr. Chairman—I am not ver y adept at these things—but when the 
national administration says to us that we should not put this tax cut 
into effect and run up the deficit, but on the other hand, they encourage 
a deficit to build the roads—that is two different fiscal policies. 

They are encouraging us to have an enormous deficit for high inter- 
est rates to build roads, and yet they are opposed to these tax cuts 
because ostensibly it is a bad time, and the national debt is so large. 

Senator Gore. I would like to ask a question, and then, Senator 
Kerr, you will be recognized. 

Under the Clay plan, is it not contemplated that under that plan 
an additional $54 billion is needed in the next 10 years in this bill 
above the $101 billion program ? 

Mr. Stotpt. That isas I understand it; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Of that $54 billion the administration hopes to 
spend $25 billion additional for the funds? 

Mr. Sroupr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. That would leave $29 billion for the States to spend 
over and above their present rate of expenditure during the next 10 
years. 

Oklahoma’s apportionment of the present road funds is approxi- 
mately 2 percent. Oklahoma’s apportionment under the Clay plan to 
rest on top of what she is now spending in the next 10 years will be 
ve million. 

How do you think Oklahoma will go about raising $580 million ? 
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Mr. Sroupr. I do not believe that Oklahoma could do that. We 
have this: that our legal percentage, earmarked percent of our gas 
and highway users’ tax, has an increment in increase in it of about 
£800,000 to $900,000 a vear. 

That, of course, is naturally because there are more vehicle miles 
driven, more gasoline used; so there is an increment of increase im 
there. 

It would be hard to predict when the saturation point would be 
raised there, but our revenue, we can assume, will be about $1 million 
more for each yea 

Senator Gore. That isa long way from $580 million. 

Mr. Sroutpr. But I do not believe that there is any way in Okla 
homa—and I have seen this kicked around every session of the legis- 
lature so long that I do not believe there is any way for the highway 
department to get a larger share of the highway users’ tax than they 
are now getting, and that is approximately one-third of the highway 
users’ taxes collected. 

Senator Gore. Let me check my figures with you. Am I not cor 
rect, as a rough average, that Oklahoma now receives about 2 percent 
of the Federal apportionment of highway funds? 

Mr. Sroupr. That is right; ves, sir. 

Senator Gore. I thought that was correct. Then if we assume that 
vour proportion of that additional money to be spent by the States by 
the Clay plan would follow that same percentage, Oklahoma’s share 
of the Clay plan—that is the share which Oklahoma would be ex 
pected to raise of the Clay plan in the next 10 years—would be 5s 
million ? 

Mr. Sroutpr. Yes. sir. 

Senator Gore. You do not think she could do it 4 

Mr. Srotpr. I do not think Oklahoma could do it. 

Senator Gore. Then to summarize again, following up Senator 
Thurmond’s summary and mine earlier, you believe it is necessary 
that the Federal Government assume a much larger proportion of 
the cost of the interstate roads. You doubt otherwise that the people 
of your State would be willing to contribute their share of the develop 
ment, but you prefer that the control of the highway and construction 
program and the acquisition of the rights-of-way follow the line of 
traditional State’s rights; in other words, you would like to see the 
present program expanded with a much larger share in the Interstate 
rare: paid by the Federal Government, is that correct / 

Mr. Srotpr. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. As a matter of basic principle, Mr. Stoldt, do you 
think that the States should have the present degree of control with 
reference to these highways—primary, urban, and interstate and 
secondary—contructed by both the State and Federal Government ? 
Do you think the State should have the same amount of control, less 
control, or more control ? 

Mr. Srotpr. I think they should have the same control that they 
now have over these roads. I think that the projects should be ad- 
ministered in the same way that they now are. 

Senator Kerr. In spite ‘of the fact that you think the Federal Goy- 
ernment should pay in reality all of the costs of the military system 
and in view of the fact that the obligation is going to be on the States 
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to maintain them after they are built, you think the State should have 


the same degree of control over them that they have over the other 
Federal-aid highw ays? 


Mr. Srotpr. That is correct ; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think that either this Interstate System 
ne be strictly a military or defense highway and paid 100 percent 

hy the Federal Government or if less than that, then you really think 
these specifications should be relaxed ? 

Mr. Sroupr. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator Kerr. I believe that you have made clear here—you have 
io me and I want it to be for the record—at this time in Oklahoma, 
there are paved highways and in some areas four-lane highways along 
the routes generally designated as being a part of the Interstate Sys- 
tem, Which are Highway 66 going southwest or generally west and a 
little north of east, and 77 going generally north and south, and 62 
going generally east and west. 

But, it is your understanding that if this Interstate System is built, 
while it would be along the routes of 66, 62, and 77, it would be on new 
right-of-way and new roads, entirely separate and apart from the 
present right-of-ways and the present roads over those routes ? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is definitely correct if we have to follow these 
specifications. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think that if the specifications were relaxed 
so that the present rights-of-way generally could be utilized and 
widened and bypasses provided where that could not be the case that 
for the foreseeable future, it would be a better overall program than 
io make them entirely new rights-of-way in an entirely new project, 
separate and apart from those now operated ? 

Mr. Srotpr. Senator, | am in definite agreement with the statement 
that you have made. Construction costs would be materially reduced 
if the required standards were relaxed to where we could probably 
widen and resurface the existing slab and build another slab parallel- 
ing the existing slab, making a four-lane, divided highway in some in- 
stances; we would have to go to new alinement. 

Senator Kerr. Then I say where necessary make new alinement. 

Mr. Srotpr. But I say considering the 800 miles, I would say that: 
90 percent of that mileage could be used and where we would have 
to acquire additional right-of-way to build the parallel lanes, we 
would not be able to have the controlled access and safety factors that 
this system would require and that this memorandum would require. 

In other words, Oklahoma, like a lot of other States, was laid off 
in sections. Naturally every mile there is an intersection with the 
section line there. That is one thing that makes that so rough there on 
us in Oklahoma. 

Some other States that do not have a road every mile are not con- 
fronted with that problem: but I feel that for the present time, it 
would be for Oklahoma a far better program than is contemplated 
by this, if we could make a four-lane divided highway where possible 
on the existing alinement, and not lose the v: alue of that right-of-way 
and that slab and base that we have got there. 

Senator Kerr. And while you and I both realize it would not meet 
the ultimate objective set forth in this memorandum and in the 
minds of those talking about this program, am I correct in believing 
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that you agree with me that it would be a far more practical and 
foreseeable project to try to let our first objective be the develop- 
ment along the present highways than to make that change and throw 
them entirely aside so far as your Interstate System is concerned 
and build an entirely new one? 

Mr. Srotpr. I am in complete agreement with you on that, and I 
am sure that in that instance I can speak for the people in Oklahoma 
that they would definitely be more ever able to such a program. 

Senator Kerr. Do you not think they would be far more agreeable 
to even stretching themselves in the matter of financing if we de 
veloped a program along the lines of S. 1048, following that principle 
which would greatly accelerate the overall program—farm to market, 
community to community, secondary, primary, and urban, and then in 
addition to that even put more emph: isis on the Interstate System: 
which generally I feel should be put on it if the Federal Government 
were paying at the rates as outlined in the Clay proposal, and a good 
part of all roads, for instance, instead of inangurating a program 
wherein practically all of the acceleration would be on an Interstate 
System and very rigid specifications and rights-of-way, both of which 
would be unsatisfactor y to the people of Oklahoma at this time ? 

Mr. Srotpr. Such a program would receive much more favor in 
Oklahoma than the program we are talking about. 

Senator Kerr. Do you not think that all of the problems that were 
discussed by the chairman and by you and by ndlins Thurmond 
and McNamara, which we recognize, safety problems, and so forth, 
while they would not be entirely solved, would be greatly alleviated 
by such a program ¢ 

Mr. Srotpr. Definitely. 

Senator Kerr. That is all I wanted to ask, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Trurmonp. I would like to ask a question in this connec- 
tion, if you do not mind. 

Senator Gore. Certainly, Senator Thurmond. 

Senator Trvurmonp. Do you have filling stations and stores and 
commercial establishments along your present road system? 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes, sir; we do. There has been very little controlled 
access highway constructed in Oklahoma. The last legislature 2 
vears ago gave the highway commission authority to acquire access 
rights, and we, since that time, have acquired access rights and con- 
structed controlled access facilities in the various locations. 

But on your existing conditions on these interstate routes, of course, 
being old roads, like T said built in the twenties, there was no need 
for controlled access at that time, and we do have filling stations and 
motels and business of various kinds all along the right-of-way. 

Senator THurmMonpb. Would it not be quite a problem, even a terrific 
obstacle, to have to purchase all those improvements to widen an 
existing road rather than going over here and building a new road 
through virgin territory, so to speak ? 

Mr. Srorpr. That is true, but we have many, many miles of rural 
highway that we would not have the problem of having the filling 
stations. It is just mile after mile. 

The things that you have mentioned there would, of course, be a 
definite problem in urban areas, but I think that everybody is in 
agreement, even most of the folks in Oklahoma are in agreement, that 
the time has come when the towns are going to have to be bypassed 
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by these major highways so in that instance I would say that you 
would have to build a new road around most towns. 

Senator THurMoND. So there would be a new road after all, would 
there not, a great portion of it anyway 4 

Mr. Sroitpr. No; not a great portion of it. 

Senator Kerr. He estimated it would not be over 10 percent of 
the mileage to do that. 

Senator THurmonp. Do you think that type of road would be as 
safe a road as this road you spoke about a few minutes ago? 

Mr. Sroupr. No, sir; it definitely would not be as safe as a con- 
trolled-access road. 

Senator Tuurmonp. That would still save many lives lost and in- 
juries to people and property damage under those circumstances; 
would it not ? 

Mr. Srotpr. That is true. I say that your accident ratio on this 
road would be higher than it would be on a controlled-access road. 
However, it would be a much safer road than the road that we now 
have. 

Senator Kerr. You say 2 years ago that they gave you the anu- 
thority to start toward the acquiring of access rights / 

Mr. Srotpr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And you have made a start in that direction ? 

Mr. Sroutpr. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Do you not think that the people will feel better 
about it if you go ahead on the basis of that right and let the resistance 
decrease rather than just cut everything off here and say from now 
on it will be 100 percent implemented and do you not think the shock 
to that would be pretty violent ? 

Mr. Srotpr. We have discussed that with various groups. There 
was a group where towns on Highway 66 to the Texas line, Oklahoma 
City west, were represented, and ‘they were discussing the improve- 
ment of Highway 66. We had to agree with the Bureau of Public 
Roads that it was not the final interstate route, because we definitely 
could not comply with those requirements. 

Senator Kerr. They compelled that agreement ? 

Mr. Sroipr. That is right. Those towns have agreed out there that 
if you want to bypass Elk City, that we acquire access rights for that 
bypass and that we put a sign saying there were no services on that 
bypass; city route has all services, and so forth. 

That pleased them because then they felt that that was going to 
satisfy all these people that depended on the highway traffic for their 
business. 

Unless you did that, they had great objections to the bypass: but 
with that I think their objection to the bypass was gone. 

In other words, they realized that everybody that wanted to buy 
gasoline was going to have to come in town to buy it, then they did 
not have such “objection to the bypass. 

Senator THurmonp. If this system of defense highways were con- 
structed, in addition to going ahead with expanding } your present road 


system, then you w ould overcome, of course, the objections that you 
raised; would you not? 


Mr. Srotpr. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Tuurmonp. In other words, if this were an extra road, so 
to speak, through your State and go ahead with your plans on expan 
sion under way, there would be no objection on the part of your people 
then; would there? 

Mr. Strotpr. I think that is right. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much for your appearance. You 
have been very helpful to the committee. 

The committee will have an executive session for a few minutes. 

Senator Kerr. I want to thank the chairman for allowing us to 
participate in this. 

Senator Gore. It was very good to have you. 

(Thereupon, at 11:50 a. m., the committee went into executive 
session. ) 
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Unirep STaTes SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, DC, 

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez (chairman), Gore (presiding), Syming- 
ton, Thurmond, McNamara, Neuberger, Martin, Case, Bush, and 
Kuchel. 

Also present: Senators Kerr and Hruska. 

Senator Gore. Will the committee come to order. The committee 
is pleased and honored to have before it this morning, the Secretary 
of Commerce, Secretary Weeks. ‘The committee is very happy to 
have you this morning and hopes that you are feeling well. 

Secretary WEEKs. Tam feeling very well: thank you, sir. 

Senator Gore. I believe you have a prepared statement. Have 
copies been distributed ? 

Secretary Weeks. They should have been. 

Senator Gort. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SINCLAIR WEEKS, SECRETARY OF COM- 
MERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANCIS V. DU PONT, CONSULTANT 
TO THE SECRETARY; AND PHILIP A. RAY, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Secretary Weeks. Mr. Chairman, I have a relatively short state- 
ment which, if I could read without interruption, I should appre- 
ciate it. 

Senator Gore. You shall have that privilege. 

Secretary Werks. Then I have, in addition, the answers to the see- 
tion. 1 and section 2 questions, which you wrote me about some little 
time ago and those I will introduce, if I may, as an addendum to the 
statement itself. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee of the Senate Public 
Works Committee, I am happy to be here at your invitation to com- 
ment on the highway legislation presently under consideration by 
your committee. 

With the invitation which I received there were attached two lists 
of questions, one covering a number of points having to do with ad- 
ministration, and the second being saewaly statistical in nature. 

I tender herewith the replies to the above-mentioned questions inso- 
far as it has been possible to answer them. Regrettably, in some cases 


315 





316 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


the statistical data is not available in the form requested in the second 
enclosure and to supply same would require recontacting all of the 
States. Moreover, some of the questions could not be answered until 
the actual designing of certain portions of given highways is under- 
taken. 

In my statement I shall not refer to the statistical data but shall 
touch on a number of points raised in the questionnaire insofar as 
administration is concerned. 

I have been asked to comment on Senate bills 1160 and 1048. Inas- 
much as the bill introduced by the chairman of this subcommittee, 
nameyl, S. 1048, preceded Senate bill 1160, I shall discuss it first. There 
are several major aspects of this bill which give me concern. 

It has been generally understood that S. 1048 is patterned after 
the 1954 Federal Highway Act, and the chief differences involve an 
increasing of the amounts authorized by the Congress under the vari- 
ous categories of highways, a slight difference in the matching basis 
for interstate funds, “and an increase in the period covered by the new 
bill from 2 to 5 years. 

There is still a further condition which will be imposed on the 
States which gives me great concern if S. 1048 should be enacted. 
This bill increases Federal aid on the interstate, primary, secondary, 
and urban systems to $1,600 million. The 1954 act, exclusive of 
forest roads, authorized $875 million, as compared to $550 million 
in the 1952 act. 

Thus we have an increase of 179 percent over the 1952 act and now 
a proposed increase of 83 percent over the 1954 act. It is not possible 
to accurately determine the effect on the total highw ay program if 
the States are confronted with this very substantial increase in Fed- 
eral funds which must be matched. Some of the States are having 
difficulty in matching the 1954 appropriations. Obviously many 
more will be adver sely : affected under the larger grants. 

The siphoning off of highway funds at the State level for expendi- 
ture on the Federal-aid system will affect the 48 States adversely in 
the improvement of those highways on which they expend funds 
which are not eligible for Federal aid. Currently the 48 States 
are spending approximately $159 million on 175,000 miles of high- 
ways not on the Federal-aid highway system. Due consideration 
should be given to the overall effect on the 48 States in siphoning 
off highway funds at the State level in order to match more Federal 
funds. 

Next, I should like to point out that S. 1048, if enacted, would either 
require the levy of additional taxes or would increase the national 
deficit. Under the provisions of S. 1048 the annual deficit would be 
increased approximately $725 million, without making any sys- 
tematic provision for financing the increase. The philosophy of 
S. 1160, on the other hand, is that by and large highway users 
should provide the dollars necessary for improvement and new con- 
struction. S. 1160 is based on the planned use of increasing revenues 
from present gas and motor vehicle fuel taxes. Present appropria- 
tions for Federal aid are so financed. The taxes paid by consumers 
of gasoline and motor vehicle fuel taxes into the Government’s gen- 
eral fund equal or exceed the expenditures out of that fund for 
highway construction and the administration of these programs. 
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I should like to emphasize what appears to be one of the greatest 
deficiencies in S. 1048. 

Exhaustive studies by the 48 State highway departments have 
revealed the relative importance and deficiencies in our several high- 
way systems. I feel sure no one could dispute that the 40,000 miles 
of interstate highways are essential to our economic well-being and 
defense. This network is the backbone of our highway system, and 
without question of greatest national and Federal concern. It should 
therefore receive the greatest recognition and priority in considering 
new Federal highway legislation. Regrettably, S. 1048 places more 
emphasis on the improvement and bringing up to adequate standards 
of all other Federal-aid systems in advance of the Interstate System. 
Assuming S. 1048 is enacted and similar bills are reenacted every 
5 years, it is estimated the 10-year needs of the primary and urban 
systems would not be satisfied before 1975, the secondary system before 
1980, and the Interstate System not until 1987, not to mention such 
additional needs as would accrue after 1965. 

There are, in addition to these major matters, other changes, errors, 
and technical conflicts which I should like to bring to the attention 
of the committee. 

On page 1 of S. 1048, it is provided that the first authorization of 
funds is for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956. —— existing law 
these authorizations should be apportioned on or before January 1, 
1955. It is obvious that this is impossible and that the bill would have 
to be modified to affirm apportionments already made on July 1, 1954, 
and to make possible the additional apportionments eligible under this 
bill for fiscal 1956. 

At page 3, line 9, there appears the same language as appears in 
the 1954 act with the exc eption that two words, “contract awards,” 
have been omitted. These two words occur between the words “sur- 
veys” and “design” in the 1954 act. The omission of these two words 
would materially affect the administration of the 1954 secondary road 
plan under which the States are given far greater latitude than here- 
tofore. Their absence, additionally, would to a substantial degree 
nullify the latitude provided in the 1954 act, and preclude the present 
procedures and philosophy embodied in that act. 

In connection with this particular change I am gratified to be able 
to point out that during the past 2 years s through i increased efficiency 
and consolidation, the Bureau of Public Roads has been able to reduce 
its personnel by 182 employees, the majority of whom have been engi- 
neers, and has thus effected a saving in operation costs of approxi- 
mately $565,000. 

It is anticipated that the increased re: sponsibilities placed on the 
Bureau by the 1954 act or as proposed in S. 1160, would involve only 
a nominal increase in the personnel of the Bureau in spite of the very 
substantial increase in expenditures. This forecast is predicated on 
the continuation of the policy of reducing the responsibility of the 
Bureau in the administration of the secondary road program. 

On page 6, line 8, there is an obvious typographical error. The 
word “unapportioned” would have to be corrected to read “appor- 
tioned” in order to conform with the 1954 act. 

Gentlemen, the Department of Commerce is opposed to Senate bill 
1048 for the following reasons: First, it does not solve our most press- 
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ing needs. Second, it emphasizes the State and local needs far more 
than the national needs. Third, it injects the Federal Government 
to a far greater degree into the State systems at the expense of the 
Federal interest and places increasing dependence at the State level on 
Federal aid. Furthermore, it involves increasing Bureau responsi- 
bility at the State level. These policies are contrar y to the views of 
the administration and, it is believed, a majority of the States. Fi- 
nally, the financing of the highway program as will be required under 
S. 1048 involves a further unbalancing of the budget, and possibly 
an increase in the statutory debt limit. 

Before commenting on S. 1160 I should like to remind the mem- 
bers of this committee of the genesis of this recommended legisla- 
tion. Prompted by concern as to the importance of our highway 
system, the President extended to the governors’ conference last 
summer an invitation to work out a highway program for submission 
to the White Hlouse which would evaluate the problem and provide 
a realistic solution thereof, and set forth the respective responsibili- 
ties of the Federal Government and the States. Shortly thereafter 
Governor Kennon, of Louisiana, appointed a special Committee of 
Governors to consider this problem. The Governors Committee im- 
mediately commenced to function under the chairmanship of Governor 
Kohler, of Wisconsin. Both of these gentlemen have appeared before 
this committee presenting the conclusions of their respective groups, 
and their endorsement of S. 1160. 

Thereafter, the President appointed a committee under the chair- 
manship of Gen. Lucius D. Clay to study the highway problems and 
cooperate with the governors in developing, for the consideration of 
the President, a balanced program for their solution. The Clay 
committee availed itself of the advice of all organizations interested 
in the highway field and obtained much statistical data from the 
Bureau of Public Roads and the American Association of State 
Highway Officials. In my judgment there has never previously been 
such a comprehensive study by any group of citizens in attempting 
to develop a realistic highway program. The report of the Clay 
committee has been presented to the President and copies have been 
available to the Members of Congress and the public for some weeks. 
The President’s highway message was delivered to the Congress on 
February 22, with a copy of the Clay report being attached to this 
message. 

5. 1160 was drafted to implement the recommendations set forth in 
the President’s message. I consider it a most unusual fact that the 
representatives chosen by the 48 governors, through Governor Kohler, 
concurred in the program which is now before you. Such widespread 
concurrence is I believe almost without precedent. 

The most important objective of the legislation is the provision 
under which it would be possible to immediately undertake the con- 
struction and completion of an Interstate System of highways within 
a period of 10 years. In order to complete such a sy stem it is essen- 
tial at the outset that the program and the financing thereof be assured. 
It is essential that the financing be provided for and that the legis- 
lation include control of standards which would assure uniformity 
of necessary design characteristics throughout the Nation. S. 1160 
places the major responsibility for the financing of the Interstate 
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System and urban extensions thereof on the Federal Government 
because of the overall importance of this system of highways to the 
national economy and defense. At the same time, regular F ederal aid 
is continued on the other systems with the exception of the see 
in the urban funds from the rates set forth in the 1954 act, ee 
reduction is compensated by the urban road construction involved } 
the interstate program. The 1954 authorizations, incidentally, are 
the highest in our history and substantially exceed the authorizations 
of the 1 1952 act. 

Under S. 1160 regular Federal aid will continue, except as above 
noted, and the Federal Government would in effect augment the pres 
ent program by very much enlarged grants of approximately $214 
billion per annum for 10 years to the 48 States in accordance w ith the 
deficiencies and needs in the States, in order to rectify and bring up 
to adequate standards the Interstate System. 

The matching amounts for the Interstate System would be the 
same as provided in the 1954 act and would aggregate $116,666,000 
per year. There will be no change whatsoever in the procedures for 
the construction of this Interstate System, nor in the subsequent own 
e rship, operation, and policing of the completed facility. 

The ¢ tes committee suggested that the financing of the program 
be so designed that the objectives can be attained within the present 
tax structure and without pledging the Federal credit. The method 
employed is quite similar to that employed by many of the States. 

Finally, [ emphatically state that it is my opinion that the solu 
tion of the highway problem, and particular ly the construction of the 
Interstate Highw: ay System, is imperative for our economic well 
being and expansion. The i improvement of the Interstate System also 
satisfies the defense needs. It is interesting to note that since World 
War II, American industry has invested $205 billion in plant and is 
expected to invest $27 billion in plant in 1 ID. 

Thus, private industry is spending for capital improvements each 
year approximately as much as Federal Government would be spend 
ing under this bill in 10 years for the vital Interstate Highway Sys- 
tem. The m: ignitude of the task is difficult to comprehend. It is by 
far the largest engineering and construction program ever under- 
taken during peacetime. By way of comparison, the Panama Canal 
cost less than one-fifth of the annual expenditures contemplated on 
the Interstate System. This undertaking will require the closest 
cooperation between the 48 States and the Bureau of Public Roads 
over a period of 10 years. A project of this magnitude cannot be 
undertaken successfully on a piecemeal basis any more than it would 
be possible so to undertake a project such as the St. Lawrence seaw: LY, 
which is a relatively small undertaking as compared to the con- 
struction of the Interstate System. 

Under the 1954 act we were instructed to make an evaluation of the 
highway needs throughout the United States and to report upon these 
needs. This study and that of the Clay committee covered not only 
immediate highway deficiencies but the needs for the future as well. 
In evaluating ‘the Interstate Highway problem the estimates are based 
on bringing ‘that system up to standards which will be adequate for 
at least 20. years after the completion of any given section thereof. 
In obtaining the detailed estimates, the Bureau of Public Roads 
was dependent for the most part on the cooperation of the 48 States. 
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On the basis of these estimates and in keeping with these standards, 
the total requirements | are estimated at $23 billion for the existing 
Interstate System of 37,600 miles. Provision has been made by law 
for the extension of the Interstate System to a total of 40,000 miles. 
The difference between these 2 figures, 2,400 miles, has been reserved 
for extension of the system in urban areas and a substantial portion, 
if not all, of these extensions are included in the administration bill. 

For this purpose an estimated figure of $4 billion has been provided, 
making a total of $27 billion for the entire Interstate System and the 
extensions thereto. Of this $27 billion, States and loc ‘al governments 
would be expected to contribute $2 billion, which leaves a balance of 
$25 billion to be provided under S. 1160. 

It is estimated that there will be 81 million vehicles on the road in 
1965, 40 percent more than at present. In the next 10 to 15 years our 
popul: ition will, it is estimated, increase about 30 million. Our roads 
are a vital part of our programs for commerce, trade, transportation, 
and defense. The basic issue before the Congress is the need to obtain 
in 10 years an Interstate System adequate for the next 20 to 30 years. 
To the extent not needed, the program involved in S. 1160 can auto- 
matically adjust and cut down. We believe the need fully exists, and 
that this measure is a sound way in which it can be accomplished with 
the minimum of uncertainty in planning and engineering. 

We believe this measure represents one pr: actical way to finance 
this program on a long-term basis out of gasoline and special motor- 
vehicle fuel tax revenues. Based upon the assumption of a $48 million 
annual increase in the revenues from gasoline and special motor-vehicle 
fuel taxes, the Treasury Department estimates that the aggregate 
revenue from these taxes during the fiscal years 1957 through 1988 
would be approximately $37 billion over and above the amount 
of $623 million per year needed to continue other highway aids at 
the present levels. Thus, it appears feasible, through the medium 
of the proposed Federal Highway Corporation, to pledge these 
revenues as provided in the bill. , 

Because of the acuteness of the problem, and because of the import- 
ance to our economy and defense, affirmative action is necessary. The 
Department of Commerce believes that S. 1160 provides a constructive 
and realistic foundation for a sound program. 

Then the next seven pages constitute answers to your enclosure 
No. 1, Mr. Chairman, and I have here the answers to enclosure No. 2. 
This has been a considerable task and I only have one copy, sir. I 
will hand it to you. The other questions you all have. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, the answers and questions ap- 
pended to the Secretary’s statement will be included in the record. 

Secretary Werks. Mr. Chairman, I was going to, if I might, haad 
the Senators a copy of this table. 

Senator Gore. I think they have them already. 

Senator Casg. Mr. Chairman, reserving Hag right to object, does 
the request include insertion of this table which has been distributed 
which the Secretary was just about to add to it? 

Secretary Weeks. I should like to have it inserted. 

Senator Casr. Then, Mr. Chairman, I want to point out that there 

a discrepancy in the comparative figures. The comparison of the 
total program shows a 2-year period for 1954; 5 years for S. 1048; 
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and 10 years for S. 1160. Consequently, in the final column, you have 
2 years of a total program under one act, 5 years under another, and 
10 years under the last. Unless, in looking at this column, each 
reader keeps in mind that you have 2 years against 5 and against 10, 
it is difficult to compare them. 

I think that before we get through with the study of the act, we 
should have a column which would compare 10 years against 10 years 
and not 2 against 10 or 5 against 10 or not 2 plus 5 or 7 against 10. 
We should have a comparison of 10 against 10. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case, wouldn't you think it would be better 
to have a table prepared on the assumption that the 1954 act would 
continue as is for each of the next years, S. 1048 and 5S. 1160, and 
have a table made for each of the next 10 years that would give us 
a better picture ? 

Senator Case. That is what I am getting at. 

Senator Gore. Could you do that, Mr. Secretary ¢ 

Secretary Wrerxs. I don’t see why not. I would like to point out, 
Mr. Chairman, that up at the top, the third line points out that the 
total program covers the 2-year period. 

Senator Case. It states that but it doesn’t give the committee what 
the costs would be to the States if you had a 10-year program under 
each of the 3 plans. 

Secretary Werks. The comparative figures here are on a per an 
num basis. For example, Senator Gore, your State of Tennessee in 
the third column would receive Federal funds of $33,700,000, and over 
in the nines column, would pay in matching funds $28,400,000. ‘Then, 
in the 5th column, under S. 1160, you would receive in Federal funds, 
$48,700,000, and in the 11th column, you would pay $15,700,000. 

It gives on a per annum basis the differences there which would be 
about $28 million in the State of Tennessee in favor of the State. 

The CHamman. Mr. Secretary, on that fifth column, isn’t that 
$487 million instead of $48.7? 

Secretary Weeks. Tennessee ? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Secretary Weeks. That is $48,700,000 per annum. 

Senator Case. That is under the 10-year program. 

Secretary Weeks. Do you understand, sir? 

The CHarrmMan. Yes. 

Senator Case. Further under the reservation of objection, that, I 
think, points up the difficulty of readily interpreting the column. 
Certainly, this is a usable table if we study it all out, but I think it 
would be helpful if the adjoining columns were comparisons of the 
annual program for each of the three proposals instead of having set 
in between the total program. Then, if we had a table which would 
compare the total programs, but on a 10-year basis, it would be more 
readily apparent. 

Secretary Weeks. We can have that this afternoon. 

Senator Gore. Don’t you think it would be better to hold the print- 
ing of this until all the tables could be printed together ? 

Secretary Werks. We can have them this afternoon. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, as I understand, what Senator Case 
wants is to carry these out, provided the 1954 act would be continued 
for 10 years, S. 1048 would be continued for 10 years and S. 1160 would 
be continued for 10 years. That ismy understanding. 
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Senator Case. That is the column that shows the total program ; yes. 

Senator Martin. Yes. 

Senator Gore. I would like to add one additional column, the 
amount each State would be expected to raise, on its own part, for the 
primary, secondary and urban roads under the Clay report. 

Secretary Weeks. Under S. 1160% 

Senator Gore. For instance, you pointed out the case of ‘Tennessee. 
There is no compilation under the effects of S. 1160 for the secondary, 
urban and primary road program, over and above the present program. 
You compiled the added State contributions under S. 1048, which 
would augment construction of secondary, primary and urban roads, 
but you make no estimate of additional seuenditane on the part of the 
States if they have to spend that money entirely on their own without 
benefit of Federal matching funds. So, I would like an additional 
column to show the amount expected of each State under the Clay 
report. 

Senator Casg. Now, Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question for clari- 
fication? When you speak of the “Clay report,” are you speaking of 
its suggestion that the States and the local facilities increase their 
expenditures to provide the balance necessary to make up a total of 
$101 billion ? 

Senator Gorr. That is what I had in mind. 

Senator Casr. That, however, is not embodied in any bill before the 
Congress, is it ? 

Senator Gorr. No; no, it isn’t, but I thought it would be information 
which the committee would like to have. 

Senator Case. I think it would be very useful information, but there 
is no way that I know of in which the Federal Government could 
compel the States or the local authorities to develop a 10-year program 
for the completion of secondary, urban and primary systems apart 
from the Interstate System, unless you condition your other Federal 
aid upon them doing so and no bill proposes to do that. 

Senator Gore. That is very true. Of course, the Federal-aid pro- 
gram has had two purposes, as I understand it. One is to actually 
give aid in the development of a better road system; the other is to 
encourage the States to redouble their own efforts to do so. 

So, without objection, the tables and the second enclosure will be 
included in the record at this point. 

(The supplement to the statement, questions and answers, submitted 
by Hon. Sinclair Weeks, is as follows :) 

The questions contained in the following portion of this statement are those 
contained in enclosure No. 1 to the letter of February 24, 1955, from the chairman 
of this committee to me. Since these questions cover a wide range of matters 
having to do with Senate bill 1160, I believe it would be appropriate to include 
the questions and my answers as part of this statement : 

Question No. 1: With reference to the use of a corporate device for financing 
Federal participation in the interstate program, the following information is 
requested : 

A. A statement as to whether the proposed highway corporation is to operate 
under a Federal or a State charter. 

Answer: The proposed Federal Highway Corporation would be a Federal 
corporation by act of Congress, which would constitute its charter. Title I of 
S. 1160 is the proposed Federal charter of the Corporation. As you know, the 
Government Corporation Control Act of 1945 prohibits creation of any new 
Government corporation except by or pursuant to an act of Congress. 

B. A statement as to whether bonds issued by the corporation are to be directly 
cuaranteed by the faith and credit of the United States. 
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Answer: The bonds would not be directly guaranteed by the faith and credit 
of the United States. 

Cc. A statement as to whether the bonds of the Corporation are to be indirectly 
guaranteed by the faith and credit of the United States 

Answer: The bonds would not be indirectly guaranteed by the faith and credit 
of the United States. The appropriation of the revenues in excess of $622,500,000 
collected each fiscal year from the taxes imposed on gasoline and special fuels 
and the authority to borrow from the Treasury not to exceed the aggregate 
amount of $5 billion outstanding at any one time would provide the funds re- 
quired for the program. 

PD. A statement as to whether the outstanding bonds of the Corporation will 
be subject to limitations imposed by the statutory debt limit 

Answer: The bonds would not be subject to the debt limit imposed by section 
21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act. as amended, but would be subject to the 
limitation in section 105 (a) of the bill. 

FE. A statement as to whether ontstanding bonds of the Corporation may be 
regarded as a contingent liability of the Federal Government 

Answer: The bonds would not legally be a contingent liability of the United 
States. 

F. A statement as to whether the public credit of the United States may be 
regarded by purchasers of the corporation’s bonds as security 

Answer: The public credit of the United States should not be regarded by 
purchasers of the corporation’s bonds as security. 

G. A statement as to what may be regarded by purchasers as security back- 
ing the corporation’s bonds. 

Answer: Purchasers should regard as security the appropriation which would 
be made by section 105 (b) and the authority the corporation would have to bor- 
row from the Treasury under section 105 (c). 

H. A statement as to the interest rate contemplated to be paid on the cor- 
poration’s bonds. 

Answer: The bill would provide for such rate or rates of interest as may be 
determined by the corporation with the approval of the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. The need to know the maturities, state of the market at time of issue, and 
similar factors not yet determined make it impossible to predict what interest 
rates would be required. The foregoing considerations are embraced in see 
tion 105 (a) of the bill. 

I. A statement of justification for anticipation that the corporation’s bonds will 
be purchased at the contemplated interest rate, identifying competent individual 
and institutional advice which has been and may be sought. 

Answer: Interest rates would of course be fixed at figures which would justify 
anticipation that the bonds would be purchased. This is a problem that is met 
each time bonds are issued, whether by the Treasury, a Government corporation, 
or a private corporation. 

J. A statement as to the circumstances under which the corporation would 
use its proposed authority to draw directly on the Treasury withont budgetary 
control or appropriation procedures. 

Answer: The corporation could use the proposed authority to borrow from the 
Treasury only in the event that appropriations under section 105 (hb) did not 
provide adequately for debt service. Under section 195 (ec) the Corporation 
could sell its obligations to the Treasury only when and to the extent. that all 
its other revenues in any one year are inadequate to provide for interest and 
principal payments on its outstanding debt held by the public. The probability 
of any extensive use of this authority is very remote, since under section 105 (a) 
the aggregate amount of obligations issned by the Corporation to the publie is 
limited to the amount which the Secretary of the Treasury estimates each vear 
can he serviced from the prospective appropriations of future gasoline and diesel 
oil highway tax receipts. In other words, only if the revenues fail to attain the 
amounts forecast by the Secretary of the Treasury will any use be made of the 
authority to borrow from the Treasury. 

Question No. 2: A citation to all legal and constitutional authority for any 
segregation, earmarking, or dedication of Federal revenue from Federal gasoline 
and motor-vehicle fuel taxes. 

Answer: Section 105 (b) would appropriate amounts equal to tax revenues 
above $622.5 million from gas and diesel fuels. The figure $622.5 million you will 
recognize as the aggregate of the proposed Federal expenditures under this bill 
for primary, secondary, and urban roads and the estimate for forest roads, these 
being fixed at the same level as those provided in the 1954 act, except in the case 
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of urban roads. It is assumed that there is no question as to the constitution- 
ality of the taxes, which are presently imposed, and that there would be no ques- 
tion as to the proposed appropriation if there were no relation between it and 
the taxes. The only question, therefore, is whether either the tax or the appro- 
priation would be made invalid by being tied to the other by the same act. This 
question was conclusively answered by the Supreme Court in Cincinnati Soap Co. 
v. United States (301 U. 8. 308) wherein it was held that there was no valid basis 
for challenging the power of Congress to adopt the quantum of receipts from a 
particular tax as the measure of an appropriation. 

Question No. 8: A statement as to action which may be taken in the event 
annual appropriations by Congress are insufficient to meet annual payments of 
principal or interest in any one or more years. 

Answer: The bill is drafted to incorporate the principle that no more would 
be borrowed by the Corporation than appropriations made by section 105 (b) 
could service. If, however, some change occurred in the factors that formed the 
basis for the estimates of the Secretary of the Treasury and the appropriations 
were insufficient to meet annual payments of principal and interest, the Congress 
should consider increasing the taxes which measure the appropriation, and in 
the meantime the Corporation could borrow from the Treasury amounts to make 
up the deficiency, but not to exceed $5 billion outstanding at any one time. The 
Corporation would repay the Treasury from any future excess revenues from 
these sources and, if necessary, the period over which appropriations of gasoline 
and diesel highway fuel-tax revenues are made to the Corporation would be 
automatically extended. 

Question No. 4: A statement of the Corporation's status with respect to execu- 
tive and administrative control in the Federal Government and with respect to 
control by Congress over its expenditures, obligations, and other corporate 
activities. 

Answer: The proposed Corporation would have the same status as other 
wholly owned United States corporations (such as Export-Import Bank, TVA, 
etce.). As such, it would be an integral part of the executive branch, and be sub- 
ject to the same general controls as are applicable to the other executive-branch 
agencies. As a Corporation, it has no inherent special powers, but only those 
expressly provided for in the proposed statute. With respect to its financial 
affairs, the Corporation under section 303 of the bill would be subject to the 
provisions of the Government Corporation Control Act, the so-called Byrd-Butler 
bill (Public Law 249, 79th Cong.). This act provides for an annual business-type 
budget, inclusion in the President’s annual budget and congressional action 
thereon (secs. 102, 103, and 104). The act further calls for a commercial-type 
audit of each Government corporation by the General Accounting Office, and a 
report thereon to the Congress once a year (secs. 105 and 303). In addition, the 
Secretary of the Treasury is given control over the banking or checking accounts 
of, and the issuance of obligations by, the Corporation (sees. 302 and 303). 

Question No. 5: A statement as to the Corporation’s status with respect to 
State governments, including the finality of its determination of highway routes, 
construction standards, reimbursement payments, construction schedules, deter- 
mination of distances between access and egress to and from Interstate System 
highways, dislocation and relocation of private homes and businesses within pro- 
posed rights-of-way areas in determination of widths of rights-of-way, ete. 

Answer: In general the relationships of the Government through the Depart- 
ment of Commerce and the Bureau of Public Roads, and the States will continue 
as at present and the cooperative arrangement now existing will be maintained. 
Accordingly, the activities covered in this question are not within the proposed 
responsibilities of the Corporation, subject to the following possible exceptions : 

1. Section 102b, in providing for the Chairman of the Board of Directors of 
the Corporation states, among other things, that “He shall also maintain liaison 
with the representatives of the States with respect to the policies set forth in 
this Act.” This provision undoubtedly will bring some aspects of the question 
to his attention. 

2. Section 102 (da) would authorize the Board of the Corporation “* * * 
tc resolve divergencies of views concerning the interpretation or application of 
the policies under this Act which it considers will have a significant effect upon 
the program * * *.” Under this provision the Board, in effect, could be an 
informal administrative court of appeal for the States when there are 
differences. 

3. Section 207 would authorize the Secretary of Commerce and the Corporation 
jointly to establish credits for States for existing roads and toll roads and to 
establish reasonable regulations to carry this out. 
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Question No. 6: A statement indicating specifically the Corporation's authorit: 
with relation to that of the Bureau of Public Roads and the Secretary of Com 
merce. 

Answer : Subject to the exceptions noted in my answer to the previous question 
the corporation would have no authority over the Secretary of Commerce or the 
Bureau of Public Roads in discharging their responsibilities. In other words, 
except as provided in section 102 (d) and section 207 of the bill the responsibility 
of the Corporation to the Secretary of Commerce or the Bureau of Public Roads 
is one of financing. 

Question No. 7: A statement as to the Corporation’s authority and control 
over any and all aspects of Federal-aid highway systems other than the inter 
state system, including its authority and control over disposition by States of 
reimbursement funds they receive. 

Answer: The Corporation will be concerned with the financing aspects of the 
interstate system and would not have any authority or control over any aspect 
of Federal-aid highway systems other than the interstate system. In other 
words, the Corporation would not be concerned at all with the existing Federal 
aid highway system insofar as it pertains to primary, secondary, and urban 
roads, except that the current level of Federal aid for such road systems would 
be excluded from the future gasline and diesel oil highway tax receipts ap 
propriated to the corporation under this bill. 

Question No. 8: A complete statement of policy with respect to concessions 
in the rights-of-way areas, including the nature of concessions to be allowed, 
authority for awarding contracts and fixing rates, the manner in which contracts 
will be awarded, standards to be set, an estimate of revenne from concessions 
by years, use of revenue, and a statement as to whether State and local tax, 
criminal and civil laws will be applicable to the concessions and their environs 

Answer: It is not contemplated that there would be any concessions within 
the Interstate System right-of-way. The right-of-way, of course, would be owned 
by the States. In view of the limited access character of such highways, any 
concessions would be mainly adjacent to access facilities and would be under 
the control of the States insofar as any concession is concerned. 

Question No. 9: Is the authority of the Corporation to make payments limited 
to those payments representing approved construction allocations made within 
10 vears of the date of the enactment of the act? 

Answer: The proposed legislation does not expressly limit payments by the 
Secretary of Commerce to those for approved construction allocations made 
within 10 years of the date of the enactment of the legislation. However, the 
objective stated in section 2 is to complete the Interstate System within 10 years 
and section 208 refers to a 10-year construction period. Difficulties in right-of-way 
acquisition and other factors may necessitate a somewhat longer construction 
period in some States. 

Under section 103 the Corporation is authorized to pay to the Secretary any 
amounts necessary for construction or reimbursements of States for projects 
on the Interstate System and related costs or expenses. In addition the Corpora 
tion makes payments for debt service on its outstanding obligations 

Question No. 10: If the answer to question No. 9 is in the affirmative, what 
method of financing is proposed for such additions or improvements as may be 
required for the Interstate System thereafter? 

Answer: The method of financing future requirements not coveréd by the bill 
has not been determined. [t is the objective of this legislation that the Interstate 
Highway System be completed to standards which would be adequate for a period 
of 20 years after the completion of any given section. 

Question No. 11: If the answer to question No. 9 is in the negative, is it 
contemplated that the Corporation will continue in existence for an indefinite 
period with authority to maintain outstanding obligations up to 21 billions of 
dollars as a revolving fund? 

Answer: The legislation contains no fixed limit on the life of the Corporation, 
in view of the fact that it- is impossible to predict with exactness when the 
construction and financing contemplated by the measure would be completed 
and its debt discharged, and its affairs in order for termination. In this con- 
nection, however, I should like to emphasize the continuing control of the 
Congress over this feature and the fact that this is in no sense a revolving fund 
measure. The corporation would have authority under section 105 (a) to 
borrow no more than a total of $21 billion, not $21 billion outstanding at any 
one time. In other words, the Corporation cannot engage in reborrowing. 
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Question No. 12: Is there a specific overall limitation as to the maximum 
amount of funds to be made available to the Corporation under the provisions 
of the act? 

Answer: While there is no specific overall limitations as to the maximum 
amount of funds to be made available to the Corporation, appropriations would 
be made under section 105 (b) only for years in which unmatured obligations 
of the Corporation are outstanding, and obligations of the Corporation would be 
limited in both amount and length. Moreover, the Corporation’s use of funds 
would be limited by the maximum of $25 billion to be made available to the Secre- 
tary of Commerce and such items as interest and administrative expenses. 

Separate limitations are set on the funds obtained from the following three 
sources : 

(a) Borrowings from the public under section 105 (a) are limited to $21 bil- 
lion, or the amount of obligations which can be serviced from the prospective 
appropriations under section 105 (b) and other revenues of the corporation, 
whichever is less. 

(b) Appropriations under section 105 (b) are limited to amounts equal to the 
revenues in excess of $622.5 million collected each fiscal year from the gasoline 
and special motor vehicle fuel taxes during years which the bonds are outstand- 
ing and certified as necessary to help finance the $25 billion or less in expendi- 
tures for interstate highways authorized in section 204. 

(c) Borrowings from the Treasury under section 105 (c) are limited to the 
funds required to make up any deficiency in revenues available in any fiscal 
year for debt service, but not to exceed $5 billion outstanding at any one time. 

Question No. 13: Should the provisions of section 105 (b) be construed as an 
appropriation of indefinite duration? 

Answer: While section 105 (b) would provide for what is commonly referred 
to as an indefinite appropriation, there are limits to its duration, as indicated in 
the answer to question No. 12. Section 105 (b) makes appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1957 and “for each fiscal year thereafter in which there are out- 
standing unmatured obligations of the Corporation.” The duration of the ap- 
propriations thus is determined by the maturity of the longest term bonds out- 
standing. 


(The amended table is as follows :) 
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Annual Federal-aid funds and State matching funds pursuant to Federal-aid 
Highway Act of 1952 


{Funds authorized for each of fiscal years 1954 and 19 


[Millions of dollars] 





| s State : State 

State none |matching| Total Stat Fe - “| matching) Total 
} funds an funds 
I inden eaaneetiien 11.6 | 11.6 23.2 || New Hampshire 2.5 2.5 5.0 
BE inscccnccuesors 7.1 2.8 9.9 New Jersey 10. 5 10.5 21.0 
CC 8.5 8.5 17.0 || New Mexico. 7.6 4.5 12.1 
CORSUOR..... encceoes 30.3 21.5 51.8 || New York 5.4 5.4 70.8 
a ccccccneninnel 9.0 6.9 15.9 || North Carolina 13.7 13.7 27.4 
Connecticut ‘ 5.2 §.2 10.4 North Dakota 4.8 6.8 13.6 
Delaware_.._._.___-- 2. 4 | 2.4 4.8 || Ohio. 22.5 22.5 15.0 
cnc cieiesings 9.4 9.4 | 18.8 || Oklahoma 11.0 11.0 22.0 
Georgia. -- eosin 13.3 | 13.3 26.6 || Oregon 8.7 5.3 14.0 
Idaho_____- ube 5.7 3.4 9.1 Pennsylvania 26. 6 26. 6 53.2 
Pa 25.1 | 25. 1 50.2 || Rhode Island 3.1 3. 1 6.2 
a: eectaucaias een 13.7 13.7 27.4 | South Carolina 7.3 7.3 14. ¢ 
I ais ated tae | 12.5 12. 5 | 25.0 || South Dakota 7.2 5.7 12.9 
I asian atte Sars 12.0 | 12.0 24.0 || Tennessee 12.0 12.0 24.0 
0S aa 10.2 10. 2 20.4 || Texas_-. 34.8 34.8 69. 6 
DO. nnn ewan 9.0 9.0 18.0 || Utah 5.6 1.9 7.5 
I a6 ens copra arn 4.3 | 4.3 8.6 || Vermont 2.3 2 4.¢ 
Maryland.__._._...- 6.0 | 6.0 | 12.0 || Virginia 10.9 10.9 21.8 
Massachusetts__-_-_-- 10.2 10. 2 | 20.4 || Washington 9.2 8.0 17. 2 
Michigan .__....___- 19. 4 | 19.4| 38.8 || West Virginia... 6.2 6.2 12.4 
Minnesota. _._....-- 13.7 | 13.7 | 27.4 || Wisconsin 13.1 13.1 26. 2 
Mississippi--.....---} 9.3 | 9.3 18.6 || Wyoming... 5.6 | 8.7 
ITS. 5 nineinscitpeceses | 16.1 | 16.1 | 32.2 || Hawaii ._- 2.5 2.5 5.0 
SS ae | 9.2 | 7.0 16.2 || District of Columbia 3.3 3.3 6. 
Nebraska. -.........-- 9. 5 | 9.5 19.0 | Puerto Rico 3.8 3.8 7.6 
Nevada.......- sical 5.7 1.1 6.8 
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Difference between the 10-year highway needs and the Federal funds provided 
by S. 1160, by States 


[Amounts in thousands] 


Federal Difference to 
funds pro- be supplied 
vided under | from other 


Highway 
State needs (from 
sec. 13 study) 








8. 1160 sources 

Alabama cl ‘ . $2, 053, 942 $518, 000 $1, 535, 942 
Arizona = 656, 467 326, 000 330, 467 
Arkansas . int 1, OR5, 436 315, 000 770, 436 
California__- ‘ sal ; 8, 209, 856 2. 877, 000 5, 332, 856 
Colorado a a Ba a 1, 448, 936 283, 000 1, 165, 936 
Connecticut : c eee 2, 054, 000 656. 000 1, 398. 000 
Delaware . : 306, 678 95, 000 211, 678 
Florida 4 coi ‘ 2, 029, 384 638, 000 1, 391, 384 
Georgia__-. ‘ ‘ ’ smite 2, , 466 910, 000 1, 347, 466 
Idaho 17, 596 204, 000 363, 596 
Illinois 4,476, 715 1, 384, 000 3, 092, 715 
Indiana 4, 205, 393 1, 091, 000 3, 114, 393 
Iowa ‘ ocala ‘ 2, 487, 026 427, 000 2, 060, 026 
Kansas ; shtneiceeibess 1, 660, 619 351, 000 1, 309, 619 
Kentucky oa . 1, 937, 000 647, 000 1, 290, 000 
Louisiana__- ees Sadan : 1, 562, 216 633, 000 929, 216 
Maine__ a > sabe 870, 520 204, 000 666, 520 
Maryland i ee al put einai 1, 524, 600 | 532, 000 992, 600 
Massachusetts alam : Smite aliekc sate ie bis 2, 447, 669 1, 003, 000 | 1, 444, 669 
Michigan i smegel wis estan 6, 701, 204 1, 609, 000 5, 092, 204 
Minnesota - oa ‘ catiietininbicmnin’s ee 1, 649, 233 674, 000 975, 233 
Mississippi ; ; shaken inal coped te 922, 521 368, 000 544, 521 
Missouri__- é _ ne oceans 2, 531, 753 818, 000 1, 713, 753 
Montana ; ; ci scabies wins alae 748, 132 288, 000 | 460, 132 
Nebraska. _- | 821, 558 215, 000 | 606, 558 
Nevada 221, 042 | 153, 000 68, 042 
New Hampshire 557, 948 96, 000 461, 948 
New Jersey | 4, 623, 606 | 1, 586, 000 3, 037, 606 
New Mexico 1, 007, 266 353, 000 654, 266 
New York 6, 425, 800 1, 730, 000 4, 695, 800 
North Carolina 1, 216, 618 | 406, 000 810, 618 
North Dakota 483, O85 189, 000 204, O85 
Ohio | 5, 036, 192 1, 701, 000 3, 335, 192 
Oklahoma 1, 539, 547 528, 000 | 1, 011, 547 
Oregon 1, 072, 100 479, 000 | 593, 100 
Pennsylvania . 5, 713, 069 1, 050, 000 | 4, 663, 069 
Rhode Island 485, 623 162, 000 | 323, 623 
South Carolina | 589, 207 275, 000 | 314, 207 
South Dakota 524, 508 186, 000 338, 508 
Tennessee 1, 799, 690 536, 000 | 1, 263, 690 
Texas 3, 675, 390 1, 298, 000 | 2, 377, 390 
Utah | 632, 687 335, 000 297, 687 
Vermont | 72, 301 220, 000 | 252, 301 
Virginia 1, 757, 910 737, 000 1, 020, 910 
Washington 1, 967, 957 624, 000 | 1, 343, 957 
West Virginia 1, 779, 750 347, 000 | 1, 432, 750 
Wisconsin 2, 384, 875 481, 000 | 1, 903, 875 
W yoming 831, 407 403, 000 | 428, 407 
Hawaii 185, 004 29, 000 156, 004 
District of Columbia 324, 681 196, 000 128, 681 
Puerto Rico oa 281, 230 | 39, 000 | 242, 230 
Alaska ; eo S ognakg nibh (20, 000) |...-- a 

Total ae vs peta ‘ ; a a 100, 804, 413 1 31, 205, 000 69, 599, 413 


| 





1 Excludes provision of $20 million for Alaska roads. 
(The second enclosure is as follows:) 
ANSWERS TO ENCLOSURE No. 2, SENATOR GoORE’s LETTER TO SECRETARY WEEKS, 
FEBRUARY 24, 1955 
TOTALS 


I. Proposed total mileage in the National System of Interstate Higlacays 


Estimated mileage in service upon completion of the 10-year program: 
Miles 
CG Das De RS ECL Te ae Sere OE Caer ee ee eee ee eC 3, 861 
Na ee eee 33, 857 





Total 














Enna aire earths ih 
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C. Public lands: Of the mileage in rural areas it is estimated that about 1,100 
miles will be in public lands. 

The mileages given above are approximate, and will remain so until field sur- 

veys are completed and approved, 

Additional numbered items: 

1 and 2: The breakdown of free road mileages into that which traverses exist 
isting free roads and that which will not traverse existing free roads will not 
be available until completion of field location surveys. (See further discussion 
under item VII.) 

3: The report of the President’s Advisory Committee (H. Doc. No. 93, S4th 
Cong. Ist sess., p. 13) states that “As of December 1, 1954, 7 States have VSS 
miles of toll roads in operation which parallel or coincide with the Interstate 
System.” 

,: The distinction between “new free roads” and “new free roads not travers 
ing existing roads” is not clear. It is thonght that perhaps the intended ques 
tion was “In new toll roads.” The reference cited under item 3 further states: 
“Another 1,200 miles, presently under construction or financed, also coincide with 
the Interstate System.” Other routes are proposed or authorized for study, 
but the mileage that will actually be built cannot be predicted at this time 

5: Mileage records are not kept for such items as access or frontage roads, 
underpasses, overpasses, clover leaves, etc. The total number of structures re- 
quired over the next 10 years exceeds 25,000; 18,300 are on rural portions, 6,500 
are in urban areas. 

II. Proposed total cost of Interstate System 


General: A summary of the national totals relating to the costs of the 10-year 
program for the Interstate System is given in the following tabulation: 











Rural Urban 
poate Pore ne Total 
Miles needing improvement 31. 207 103 $4. 610 
Number of structures needed . &. 726 6. 541 25, 267 
Program costs, 1955-64 
[Figures in billions] 
Cost of overcoming critical 
deficiencies 
° ofl 
Rural Urban | , 
sections sections Total 
Right-of-way - - - - aia | $1.4 $3.2 $4.6 
Sac ccdenitan ete cin 3.7 1.9 5.6 
Pe Siidedcapiqawbankens a : Sat 4.0 1.4 5.4 
IR. cvencenndnnentedacqewsnny he at atiiad 3.1 4.0 7.1 
Total _- ies ; =~ , ae 12.2 10.5 22.7 
Additional needs predicted to accrue during 10-year period : 3 2 5 
oR ee ene See 12. 5 10.7 23.2 


The above totals represent the cost of physical improvements (including 
right-of-way) estimated as needed in the 10 vears beginning in 1955. They in- 
clude no allowance for work already completed. Hence, no reimbursements 
are included in these figures. 

The report of the President’s Advisory Committee also provided for an 
additional $4 billion for urban extensions of the Interstate System, bringing 
the total construction needs up to $27 billion, of which the Federal Government 
should provide $25 billion and the States and cities $2 billion. 


SPECIFIC ITEMS 
A: Reimbursing States for existing free roads: Federal-aid records show that, 


as of December 31, 1954, $1.4 billion had been spent on completed Interstate 
System projects, of which $0.7 billion eonsisted of Federal-aid funds. An addi- 
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tional $0.6 billion, involving $0.3 billion in Federal-aid funds was either approved 
er under construction. It is impossible within the time available to make 
the section-by-section calculations of depreciated value that would be required 
to establish an approximate figure for the amount that might be reimbursable 
to the States. 

Considerable amounts of work have been done in recent years by the States 
without the use of Federal-aid funds. The amounts of such expenditures would 
have to be obtained from the States, and it is impossible to make an estimate 
within the time available. 

B, 0, F, and G: As stated previously, the classification called for in these 
questions is not available. Average costs per mile can only be applied to the 
gross totals, and they are as follows: 


Miles 
needing Cost per 
improve- mile 
ment 


10-year 
program 
needs 


Billions Thousands 
$12. 53 31, 207 $402 
3, 403 | 3, 150 


Rural 
Urban 


Total _- b Sesto tee Liam. SAE Bs Ue eyes 23. 25 34, 610 | 672 


D: So far as is known, there has been no proposal that a State be compensated 
for any toll road not owned and operated by the State or one of its instru- 
mentalities, such as a State turnpike commission. 

E: Information indicating the approximate eligibility for reimbursement on 
toll roads existing and under construction is as follows: 

Billions 
Original cost 
Less— 
Financing costs 
Toll buildings and equipment 


Net total 
Maximum portion eligible for reimbursement under sec. 207 of S. 1160__. 2.156 


Detail by States is given under question VII. Annual amounts are not 
available. 

H: Interest: According to the report of the President’s Advisory Committee 
the total interest payment over the entire period of the proposed bond issue is 
$11.55 billion. The annual amounts are given in schedule 1, attached. 

I: The costs of administration of the Interstate System would be borne, as 
now, by the States. The annval amounts are given in the following tabulation. 
The estimates were based on a percentage (approximately 5) of the predicted 
total construction and maintenance expenditures of each year; and therefore 
drop off sharply in the years immediately following the accelerated 10-year 
program. 


Administrative expenses 


[In millions] 


i | | | — — 
Year | Amount |} es Amount | Year Amount | Year Amount 
i 


| | 

$75 || 1964. ....-.--| 123 || 1972 21 ¢ 44 

A, mo ti Sees... 0 ee on aka 50 
A383 1) 2006.........} 11 }} 25 || Is pedas 54 
146 || exedbobls 27 || 19% 59 
158 || 5 14 || 1976 30 ON itn ee 63 
159 || 1966 De EE is sencsronins! 33 | ERROR 66 
157 || 19 18 || 1978 36 986 69 
146 | 19 || 1979 40 | 71 

1} 
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SCHEDULE 1.—Summary by years of Federal expenditures and other tranaactions 
relating to the National System of Interstate Highways, as recommended in 
the report of the President’s Advisory Committee on a National Highway 
Program 

[All figures in million dollars) 


Column number 


Reference to question B 
,a 


Bonds | Federal | Total Total | Esti- | pice 
issued | fuel td | con- | Inter- appro- | mated —— 
and »venues|struction) est at | Bonds | priation | Federal | 4 ‘cl 
| used for |*° af “| expend- | 3 per- | retired | require- | motor- ‘ eter 

con- = _ itures cent ments | fuel tax 7 ay 
struction stroction (1+-2) (2+4+5)\revenues ‘‘~”* 


} 
| 





| 
500 | 1,000 |. § 1, O45 545 


500 | 2, 000 15 515 , OR2 567 
600 2, 500 60 , 122 462 
500 2, 700 117 17 , 159 542 
500 2, 900 183 f , 197 514 
500 2, 900 255 755 , 234 479 
500 2, 900 327 27 273 446 
400 2, 900 399 7 , 310 fll 
400 2, 700 474 i , 48 474 
365 | 2,500 543 ; ( , 383 475 
eal 607 j 424 817 
607 5 i , 460 353 
592 59% , 497 905 
592 492 , 533 041 
592 A 2,092 , 565 — 527 
547 5 ,604 | 1,057 
547 547 636 | 1,089 
547 a 2, , 674 —773 
490 |_... , 709 1, 219 
490 ow | 743 1, 253 
490 ¢ 2. 690 , 784 — 906 | 
424 |... | | , 822 1, 398 
424 : , 859 1, 435 | 
424 L 2, 824 | , 808 — 926 
352 | 35: . 934 1, 582 | 
352 2, 2, 75% , 975 —777 | 
280 |. 2,010} 1,730 
280 2, 400 2,6 , 049 —631 
208 2, 500 , 70 ORS —23 
. as ‘ 133 : 3: 2,117 | 1,984 
; : Ese 133 | 2,300 3 2,153 | —280 
a ; Be 64 | 2,135] 2,196 2,189} —10| 








alee, 20,235 | 4,765 | 25,000| 11,548 | 20,235] 36,: 51, 873 
j } 





1 The report of the President’s Advisory Committee recommended regular Federal-aid and forest-highway 
appropriations amounting to $623 million in each year throughout the period. To meet this added charge 
the proceeds of the Federal tax on lubricating oil were included in the revenues. (See H. Doc. No. 93, 84th 
Cong., Ist sess., p. 22.) 


61030—55 22 
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III. Total borrowings 


The contemplated bond issues, according to the report of the President’s Ad- 
visory Committee, are $20,235 million. Senate bill No. 1160 authorizes $21 billion. 
The annual amounts, as recommended by the committee, are given in schedule 1, 
attached. 

IV. Proposed total appropriations 

The proposed total appropriations for the Interstate System, as stated in the 
report of the President’s Advisory Committee, are as follows (covering the 
years 1956-87) : 

Millions 
A. Repay principal $20, 235 
B. Pay interest 11, 548 
C. Directly for construction.___........._- tsa lacs lace anna ectasdaacts 


The annual amounts are given in schedule 1, attached. 
The committee also recommended continuing annual authorizations as follows: 


Million 
Federal-aid primary system 
Federal-aid secondary system 
Urban extensions of these 2 Federal-aid systems into cities not on the 
Interstate System 
Forest highway system aoe 
Total 622. 5 


V. Federal motor-fuel tares 

The receipts from these taxes in the years 1956-87 are estimated to be $51.9 
billion. The annual amounts, and the breakdown showing the portion needed to 
finance the 10-year improvement program on the Interstate System, are given 
in scheulde 1, attached. ' 


VI. The detail requested in this question was not supplied by the States 


A breakdown of the construction into (1) widening and improving of existing 
free roads and (2) construction of new free roads is not available in these terms. 
Neither has any estimate been made of the specific mileage to be built in each 
year. The actual mileage to be built in any year depends upon many factors such 
as status of location surveys, rights-of-way acquisition, and agreements between 
governmental agencies in affected areas. 
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Highway NEEDS 


SCHEDULE 2.—Mileage and costs for overcoming critical deficiencies, 1955-04 


State 


Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska. - ._- 
Nevada. -._- 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York.__-. 
North Carolina 
North Dakota. 
Ohio_- ; bs 
Oklahoma.__..-- 
Oregon : 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island - 
South Carolina___- 
South Dakota_-_. 
Tennessee _-- 
Texas __- 

Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia. ‘ 
Washington _-_- 
West Virginia. 
Wisconsin _--. 
Wyoming- 


District of Columbia__ | = 


Hawaii_-__.-- Pe 
Puerto Rico_-- 


Total-.- 


Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads. Rep 


Interstate S 


struction 


2-lane con- 
struction 
| 
i 
| 


{-lane con- 


yvstem, rural 


struct 


Miles, Cost Miles Cost Miles Cost Mil 
Thous Thous Thous 
252) $45, 904 572) S280, 6452 
107 6, 668 S22? 180, 40% 
} 127 28, 032 370 137, SOS 
122 13, 921 993 478, SOU 6 $52. O75 s 
219 34, 569 347 M1, 511 
) 4, 000 122 161, 000 7 15. OK 
22 43, 674 
1, 019 355, 934 
17 4,760) 1,045 522, 500 f 25, 20K 
273 37, 787 277 57, 250 
$49 04, 816 953 409, 670 Is om 2 
117; 41,497) 602 361, 890 82 67.08 
137 25, 693 500 188, 125 
190 22, 413 405 164, 566 
519 315, 000 42 8 OOO 
54 52, 183 369 169, 726 4 16. 87 
199 65, 670 130 71, 760 
145 118, 736 49 31, 492 
134 134, OSO 6 7. 
768 733, 814 Os 57, 732 
410, 119, 290 333 135, 125 
22; # 5,651 599 209, 650 
611} 223,411 362 199, 804 
69S 70, 735 360 67, 234 
117 12, 518 318 75, 589 
363 16, 548 146 44, 958 
92 24, 783 77 16, 353 
— “ 96 132, 632 54 83, SSO 
232} 24,327) 661) 146, 753 
28; 23, 800 440 547, 300 32 41, 300 } 
| 613 219, 510 
241 29, 602 250 70, 537 
68| 20,674, 680) 439,352 36 34,885 10 
136) 22, 721 522 264, 170 
93 21, 200 459 142, 400 
289 77, 683 543 269, 844 
: 14 7,119 
118 12, 572 545 116, 330 20 7, 365 
| 376) 46,219 131 37, 569 
249 34, 780 737 218, 225 
430 32, 373) 2, 053 467, 730 
282 42, 917 358 125, 235 18 13, 838 
183) 61, 543 151 102, 008 
266) 138, 300 482 236, 430 
86) 11, 406 290 67, 438 71 42, 108 44 
: | 177) 160,294 
|------]----- } 373 165, 709 49 36, 094 
468; 93,502) 485 183, 067 


| 
a 
| j re a 


.| 8, 130)1, 644, 468 22, 347| 9, 781, 


686 664, 640, 448 66 


¢ 





30 





( M ( 
TD . ™ 
S24 Saw “ 
rm 187. O88 
tu 145. 840 
‘ + 4 ”) 
vv 12, OSD 
s i) (nm) 
ee 43, 674 
) 4 
~ eu) 
J 1), S2S 
~“ 70. 468 
f Zl SIS 
50 1S6. TO 
53. 000 
52 2i8. TS 
vy 137, 430 
4 4), 228 
14 ] SSO) 
so Tul. 46 
‘4 24, 415 
HZ 2] 41 
7 423, 215 
1, O5S 137, $ 
135 AS, 
Me 61, § 
16Y 41, 
150 216, 5 
R03 171 
6, 600 504 619 
613 219, § 
44) 100, 
12, 394 794 507. ¢ 
658 286, 
552 163, 
S32 347, 527 
‘ 14 7, 
O83 136, 
‘OT 83, 7 
Usb) 253, 005 
2, 483 500, 103 
658 181, 990 
334 163, 551 
748 $74, 730 
66, 809 441 187, 761 
177 160, 294 
. 422 201, 803 
¥53 276, 569 
125, 504|31, 207 12, 192, 106 
highway departments. 
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SCHEDULE 3.—Mileage and costs for overcoming critical deficiencies, 1955-64: 
Interstate System, urban 














2-lane con- 4-lane con- 6-lane con- Over 6-lane Total 
struction struction struction construction _ 
State 
Miles) Cost |Miles) Cost |Miles} Cost |Miles}; Cost |M iles| Cost 

Thous. | Thous. | Thous. | | Thous. | Thous. 

I 2 $994 33 7,154 = eee 35 48, 148 
ET a aa 21 12, 474 3 I etic ealh sais task ene | 24 16, 419 
Arkansas wae 8 3, 126 5 2, 701) 4 25, 503) _. 17 31, 330 
California eek - 55 89, 424 104) 285, 470 113 $1,344,807; 272) 1,719,701 
Colorado held 3 1, 690 13 15, 307 6 8, 759 pdéiee } 22} 25, 756 
Connecticut__- ‘ jini 41; 122,000 41) 206,000 2, 32,000 84; 360,000 
Delaware... es ms (dh ciincadetlinaes 4 20,328 led anktedinee 4) 20, 328 
Florida ae —- ba < 42 ae a a ae 42) 134, 300 
Georgia ‘ siete cgmnsa hs aa 35 40, 250 50; 87, 500 si 85 127, 750 
Idaho - sig 22 va 11) Rn ot ee 1) 8, 838 
Illinois aiid 5 1,173 61) 82, 844) 42; 121,931 47| 296, 894 155 502, 842 
Indiana ia edsieman nad pidioasab 132; 305, 538) 19 82, 545 ite ae 151 388, O83 
lowa cabo baa ; 65} 53,854)..... cntebnerlvcecaniacsconece] 9 ae 
Kansas jen jcenamilnace ave 27) 10, 634} 3} 4, 760) _- 30) 15, 394 
a s cciaapub ciel aantden ents 30) 47, 000 26' 50,000 12 28, 000 68; 125,000 
Louisiana_.....__. eS ee 19| 54,501, 46, 184,892)... |. 65} 239, 393 
ie aie ; a ee...:.4.... Rg nceg 4} «6, 960 
Maryland_. neice — giieaibis 32) 36, 210) 45) 235, 063 bu aww 77| = 271, 273 
Massachusetts... ......).....- cen 72| 187,574) 110) 501,054)......|.......-- 182; 688, 628 
ID cichtenare pas aaie Scat wid cates dil ish 89 111, 575 48; 367,185 comesen 137 478, 760 
Minnesota > &3 150, 724 13) 63, 881 i 96 214, 605 
Mississippi-__- a isola 3 38) 23, 375 ieee rm 38 23, 375 
Missouri_. 2 See | 63; 157, 938 aa 63 157, 938 
Montana. _.. ‘ : 40) Rae. 30 oot J eakeat 40 11, 310 
Nebraska 7 ‘ - 4 7} 15, 920) paae ‘ snap 7} 15, 920 
Nevada_- is ; 7| 9, 806 nin 5 | =e 7| 9, 806 
New Hampshire... 7 1,178 2 22, 179 | : . 39 23, 357 
New Jersey. - pipes oe 10 23, 385 104) 318, 817 66; 758, 940 180) 1, 101, 142 
New Mexico. -- ; ‘ 2 43 57, 767 | 7 | indie 43 57, 767 
New York eased oo . 35 77, 800 111) 586,000 ee | 146 663, 800 
North Carolina- —- “ 25 20, 204 - ‘ naitiaesnile 25} 20, 204 
North Dakota ‘i j 7 3, 667 : ee 7\ 3, 667 
Ohio-__- nas . 140 418, 000 31) 217,000 11; 165,000 182; 800,000 
Oklahoma. --- 5 3, 500 19 24, 800 26} 50, 800)__- ‘ | §0} 79,100 
Oregon ___- ; A 30 22, 500 29) 60,000) 4| 64, 400) 63} 146,900 
Pennsylvania_ ----- 3 927 91; 105, 458) ee cet alocccenas } 115 389, 080 
Rhode Island. - : " 9 20, 000) 14, 92, 000 pit ss welatnaue 23) 112, 000 
South Carolina. __- 7 | 10 24, 834 i a ae 19) 41, 676 
South Dakota__------ ; 19 &, 526) Le Ebekitehsetnsaceen iene 19 8, 526 
Tennessee. _ - gaa 36) 115, 771) a iinietaiadal 36} 115,771 
Texas. Sen amen 195 238, 814) 65) 107, 700)_-_- Langone’, -ae 346, 514 
Utah sae 5 28 35, 298 6 11,790 | wal 34) ER 47,088 
Vermont_- . 2 1, 448 7 7, 170} ae | ckaceeen 9 r8, 618 
Virginia _. iii 15 9, 040 130 135, 550) 13 33, 560 a s 158} 178, 150 
Washington. ........_- wosiihets 35 15, 851 22) 48, 975! 35; 201, 288 92) 266, 114 
West Virginia__-_-.. ee 39 86, 250]... .-_| bhscebeeneed 39) 86, 250 
Wisconsin._-- sa ex c 9 4, 197| 16; 107, 000) ‘ ‘ aes 25) 111, 197 
Wyoming. he 1; 317 25 Be he 26) 13, 475 
District of Columbia_-|......|....._- Q 20, 863 23) 126, 517)... -| > | 32} 147,380 
aes Lc eines peels eee as BR bencecd Date lag See hc aetsiie 
Puerto Rico-__- 5 ‘ | cabs tell cei Ere tee tan | | oR ane 
i iiss osm ioceteass 51 23, 393; 1, = 3, 082, 315} 1, 117/4, 466, 450 290 2, 891,329) 3, 403,10, 463, 487 

| | | | 





Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads. Reported by State highway department. 
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ScHEDULE 4.—Mileage and costs for overcoming critical deficiencies, 1955-04 
Interstate System, rural and urban 


2-lane con- 4-lane con 6-lane ! rver 6-lans . 
struction struction struction structior 
State ihe 
Miles Cost Miles Cost M ile t M Cost M 

; Thous | Thous Thous Th ‘ 

: Alabama... ; : 254 $46, 808 605; $307, 806 850i $354. 704 

; Arizona , S 107 6, 668 K43 192, 874 ; $3, O45 53 203, 48 

: Arkansas ___. aoe 135 31, 158 375 140, 509 4 25, 503 514 17,170 

i SR iin asittlinentins 122 13,921 1,048 568, 323 164 337, 545 121 $1,384 508 1,455) 2, 304, 207 

j Colorado._.__. 222 36, 259 360 106, 818 f & 7% ANS 151. 83 

j Connecticut 9 4, 000 163 283, 000) 48 221, On 2 32, 000 27 540. 000 

; Delaware. - - - m at 64, 002 26 fd, OF 

; Florida tes 1,061} 490, 234 1, 061 400, 234 
Georgia ne 7 4,760 1,080) 562,750 86 112,700 1, 183 680, 214 
Idaho has i 274 37, 787 288 66, 088 S| 103, 878 
Illinois at 354 95,959 1,014 492, 514 ™ 148, 273 47. 206,804 1,47 1, 033, 67 
a i alas 117 41, 497 734 667, 428 101 149, 626 52 BSR, 551 
Iowa_. : 137 25, 693 565) 241,979 702 267, 672 
Kansas 190 22, 413 432) 75, 200 3 4, 70 625 202, 373 
Kentucky 549 362, 000 68 RR O00 12 2 OK 629 478, 000 
Louisiana 154 52, 183 388 224, 227 5) 201,768 502 478, 178 
Maine 7 199 65, 670 134 78, 720 333 144, 390 
Maryland. 77 154, 946 94 266, 555 271 421, 501 
Massachusetts. - - 206 321, 654 116 508 $ 22 830, 208 
Michigan te 857 845, 389 106 424,917 "3 2 0 
Minnesota 410 »=119, 290 4if 285, 540 | 3, 88 ‘ { 
Mississippi 22 5, 651 437 233, 02 f " 
Missouri 611, 223,411 2 19, S04 f 138 
Montana OW 70, 735 1 7s, 544 - vw 274 
Nebraska 117 12, 518 $25 41, SY 1. (27 
Nevada 363 16, 548 153 4, 764 
New Hampshire ee) 25, 961 109 BS, 532 28 4, 49 
New Jersey LO 156, O17 58, 402, 70 ff 758, Ot fii 
New Mexico 232 24, 327 704 204, 520 ™ S47 
New York 28 23, 800 475 625, 100 143° 627. 30 { x2 SOM 
North Carolina 638 239, 714 5 239, 714 
North Dakota 241 29, W2 257 74, 204 , si 
Ohio 65 20), 67 $20) ‘ 2 67, 2 ss 2 4 ; 
Oklahoma 141 26, 221 *41 288, 97 2f 9), SOM ‘ Hy 
Oregon 93 21, 200 48U 4, YO 20 ny ; +. 40 we) 
Pennsylvania 292 78, 610 634 75, 302 2 282, 69 “4 6h, O07 
Rhode Island Z3 27, 119 $ 42, OF 7 iv 
South Carolina 118 12, 572 555 141, 164 29 24,2 2 4 
South Dakota 376 44, 219 150 46}, O95 a 2,314 
Tennessee 249 34, 780 773 b4, UY l a is f 
Texas 430 32, 373 2, 248 706, 544 f 107, 70 2.74 s4 
Utah 282 $2,917 3865 160, 533 24 25, 628 692 2 ‘ 
Vermont 185 62, 991 158 109, 178 , { 2 ; 
Virginia 281, 147, 340 612 371, GSO ; i) wy 2, Sx) 
Washington 86 11, 406 $25 $3, 289 W3 41, 08 ) 268, 097 ‘ 153, 8 
West Virginia 216 246, 544 21° 24 4 
W isconsin 382 169, GOF HF ' +4 44 un 
W yoming 169 93, 819 510 196, 225 i779 200), O44 
District of Columbia 9 20), 863 23 26, 517 2 147, 380 
Hawaii 
Puerto Ries........... . 

Total_- .....| 8, 181 1, 667, 861 24, 292 12,864,001 i, 781 5, 106, SOs 56 3, 016, 833 34 rf , 


Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads. Reported t 


y State highway departments. 
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VII. Miles and cost of Interstate System, by States ; 
(NoTeE.—(1) There is no interstate system in Hawaii or Puerto Rico. (2) 
There are no improvements in the three-lane category. ) 


A-1, A-2: Breakdown of mileage according to the requested categories is not 
available. The total mileage of proposed improvements 1955-64 is available, 
however. This is shown in schedules of “Mileage and costs for overcoming criti 
cal deficiencies, 1955-64.” 


Schedule 2—For rural interstate. 
Schedule 3—For urban interstate. 
Schedule 4—For total interstate. 


These schedules show, by States, the estimated construction of 2-, 4-, 6-, and 
over 6-lane roads in the 10-year program. 

In formation on the amount of proposed Interstate System which is in public- 
land areas is not available. It is known, however, that 806.5 miles of routes 
which now exist on interstate locations are forest highways. A State-by-State 
listing is shown in schedule 5. In addition to this mileage there are approxi- 
mately 300 miles in other public lands. The State-by-State listing of this 300 
miles is not available at this time. In total, about 3 percent of the entire 
system mileage is in publie lands. 


SCHEDULE 5.—Forest highways on the Interstate System 


Miles State Miles State 


Alabama d Maryland Oregon 

Arizona__. F Massachusetts Pennsylvania 
Arkansas Michigan 24.7 Rhode Island_ 
California 7 Minnesota South Carolina- -- 
Colorado Mississippi South Dakota----. 
Connecticut... _- Missouri 26. é Tennessee .. - 
Delaware Montana... : Texas 

Florida__. 3. Nebraska_ Utah 

Georgia Nevada__- Vermont 

Idaho __. s New Hampshire Virginia ‘ 
Illinois 3.8 New Jersey Washington 
Indiana 2. § New Mexico_. West Virginia 

Iowa___- New York Wisconsin 

Kansas North Carolina Wyoming 

Kentucky North Dakota_- District of Columbia_. 

Louisiana __. Ohio —- 
Maine __ Oklahoma Grand total 806. 5 


A-3;: Mileage of existing toll roads are shown in schedule 6. 


ScHEDULE 6.—Evisting toll roads by States 


Mileage of | 
Toll road 4 or more 
lanes ! 


| 


Percent 
of total 





Maine__- ne enact ‘ ‘ Turnpike 47. 
New Hampshire _-_- ; : Ms nM cae : 14. 
New Jersey --- : aa oe Set aos fiat a 117 
i Se ‘ acai Throughway oad 2 396. 
Ohio sc Seabees } _.| Turnpike : 221. 
Oklahoma___- Sains _..do 88 
Pennsylvania_ ----- ae issih baste = 


Cf OD-3I1t5 


ao 


Na a : sa 1, 044.4 | 


1 There are no 2- or 3-lane roads in service. 
2 Includes only sections opened to traffic. 
3 Original section plus western, eastern, and Delaware River extensions. 


Note.—No rural-urban segregation available: none are in public lands. 
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A-—4: Mileage of new toll roads is shown in schedule 7. 


Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 


Georgia 


Illinois 


Indiana... 


Iowa 


Kansas 
Kentucky 


Louisiana. .-- 
Maine 
Maryland 


Massachusetts_ - 


Michigan 


Nebraska. 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey 


New York_. 


Ohio... 


Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island_- 


Virginia __- 
Washington 


Total- 


SCHEDULE 7 New toll roads, by States 


Greenwich to Killingly 

Maryland line to Delaware Memorial 
Sunshine State Parkway (Hollywood t 
Cross-State spur to Tampa 


Subtotal, Florida 
Cartersville to Valdosta. 


C hicago-Rockford- Beloit 
Chicago Belt Line 
May wood to Aurora 


Subtotal, Illinois 


Turnpike 
Gary area—Indianapolis area--.- 
Indianapolis—Cincinnati 


Subtotal, Indiana 
Davenport-Council Bluffs 
Turnpike 


___do 
Louisville-Cincinnati 


Subtotal, Kentucky 
Lafayette-Lutcher 
Portland-Augusta extension 
Northeastern Expressway 
Turnpike 


Rock wood-Saginaw 
Y psilanti-Gary area... 


Subtotal, Michigan 
Omaha-Lincoln 
Central Turnpike 
Turnpike extensions 


Throughway-- 
Throughway extensions 
Albany-Rouses Point 
Binghamton-Clayton 


Subtotal, New York 
Turnpike 
Cincinnati-Springfield 
Conneaut-Ohio Turnpike, near Cleveland 


Subtotal, Ohio_- 
Turnpike extensions 
do 
Connecticut line-Massachusetts line 


Dallas-Fort Worth_--- 
Dallas-Fort Worth area to San Antonio 
Gainesville-Corpus Christi via Houston 


Subtotal, Texas 
Richmond-Petersburg 
Tacoma-Everett 


1 Includes 32 miles of 2-lane roads. 


NOTE.—No rural-urban segregation available It is possible that some of these roads 1 
public lands, but the mileage involved has not been determined. 


A-5; It is assumed the “Total” mileage requested here relates to mileages 
estimated to be in service at the end of the 10-year construction program. Sched- 
ule 8 shows this information for each State, broken down into rural and urban. 
No estimate is available as to the probable amounts of total miles in service that 
will be in the toll-road and free-road categories. 
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A-6: The percentage distribution, by States, of mileage estimated to be in 
service at the end of the 10-year program is shown in schedule 9. 


SCHEDULE 9.—Percentage distribution, by States, of mileage estimated to be in 
service on Jan. 1, 1965—Interstate System 


Percent of total miles Percent of total miles 
existing Jan. 1, 1965 existing Jan. 1, 1965 


Percent Percent Percent Percent) Percent, Percent 
ofrural ofurban of total ofrural ofurban of total 


Alabama : . 43 1.01 .29 || New Bampshire . 56 1.11 . 61 
Arizona ; 3. 37 1.17 3.14 New Jersey .45 4. 87 90 
Arkansas.- _. .47 . 52 . 37 || New Mexico. 2. 86 lL. 11 68 
California s 91 . 45 .38 || New York 48 6.17 85 
Colorado . 84 .70 .72 || North Carolina. . 92 | . 78 81 
Connecticut... 51 2. 33 .70 |, North Dakota_. .47 .18 34 
Delaware. .07 . 08 .07 || Ohio | 3.07 | 71 24 
Florida__ 01 1.09 81 Oklahoma... | 2.20 . 53 13 
Georgia 34 2. 93 .30 || Oregon. -_-_. . 95 63 92 
Idaho . 86 .66 || Pennsylvania 3.45 . 92 60 
Illinois . 40 .98 || Rhode Island : 07 | . 60 12 
Indiana . 95 94 || South Carolina. _- 2.02 . 52 
Iowa . 68 | . 86 || South Dakota---- . 50 .49 
Kansas - -- 78 | Tennessee - - - - 2.91 | 93 
Kentucky . 84 | 78 || Texas... es .33 | 25 
Louisiana 1, 68 .57 || Utah.... . 94 Ss | 
Maine. .10 .03 || Vermont__. . 99 2 ; 
Maryland 02 .81 || Virginia... 2. 24 | 17 | . 44 
Massachusetts 73 | .92 || Washington---- . 45 2. 38 
Michigan 52 | 58 || West Virginia___. . 52 . 57 
Minnesota 49 Wisconsin ? . 25 . 1.19 
Mississippi --__- 94 W yoming-._.--- 2.91 | . 67 2. 68 
Missouri_._- 63 District of Columbia : ‘ .09 
Montana__- weal ee . 04 28 —'|- —_—_—__—- 
Nebraska-.- ae a ; 18 24 Total... 00 ; 100. 00 
PIE se 2 ; .18 | 37 


N . 


Om mw t 


pat pes aed pet bes BD OS be CD 
10 e 

ee ee ee BS Ce CO BD 
aN 


—e ee nS OO oe OD 


—eohmetot 


A-7 to A-10: Information is not available according to this classification. 

A-11, A-12: Data pertaining to the mileage of toll roads in each State as a 
percentage of the total is shown in schedules 6 and 7. 

B-1, B-2: Costs of reimbursements for free roads, 1947-51, and 1952-55 have 
not yet been determined. This requires a section-by-section estimate of deprecia- 
tion of those portions subject to reimbursement. A record of the original cost 
of sections constructed with Federal aid is, however, available. These original 
costs are listed in schedules 10 A, B, C, and 11 A, B, and C. Mileages shown are 
obtained from Federal-aid accounting records and represent contract lengths and 
should not be interpreted as reflecting net construction mileage. From the total 
costs shown, depreciation is to be deducted. From the depreciated cost a further 
deduction of 10 percent is to be made, and also the total amount of the Federal- 
aid funds used. The final result will be the reimbursement amount, or credit to 
which the State is entitled. 

Schedules 10 and 11 show only those costs of free portions of the Interstate 
System improved as Federal-aid projects. They do not include work that may 
have been done wholly with State funds (no Federal-aid participation). The 
amount of such work has not been estimated, but it is known to be small in total 
amount. 

Schedule 10 A, B, C : 
Schedule 11 A, B, C 1952-55 


B-3: The estimated reimbursements for toll roads, as computed from maxi- 
mum allowances in S. 1160, are shown in schedule 12. 

B-4: There are no costs, aside from those already mentioned, that are in the 
reimbursable category. 

B—5: These subtotals are not now available. Estimates of depreciation have 
not yet been made; and estimates of work done by States with no Federal-aid 
participation are not currently available. 

B-6, B-7: For B-6 and B-7 the net mileage of free roads constructed with 
Federal-aid has not been specifically determined; nor has the exact mileage of 
eligible roads built without Federal-aid participation been inventoried. 

B-8: Comparison of average costs per mile of reimbursements for toll roads as 
compared with the national average is shown in schedule 13. 
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354 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


ScHEDULE 12.—Toll roads on interstate routes, built or under construction 





{In thousands] 


Less toll 


























Original Less finane- |}, | 40 percent of 
: uildings and; Remainder oe : 
cost ing cost equipment | ) re mainder 
| | 
Roads completed prior to Dec. 
31, 1951 | | 
Maine -. ; $20, 600 | $2, 000 $757 $17, 843 | 7, 137 
New Hampshire__. 6, 770 : 34 | 6, 736 | 2, 604 
Pennsylvania ___. bei as 1212, 414 34, 160 2911 | 177, 343 | 70, 937 
DID caccictiencnccressinnn 239, 784 | 36, 160 1, 702 | 201, 922 | 80, 768 : 
| 70 percent of 
remainder 
Roads completed between Dec. | ro 
31, 1951, and Dec. 31, 1955: | | : 
Maine ae 55, 000 8, 580 3,315 | 43, 105 $30, 174 : 
New Jersey ._-. j 405, 000 27, 819 17, 974 359, 207 251, 445 
I i incase caawan 3655, 404 | 61, 802 | 30, 238 | 563, 364 394, 355 
Oklahoma 38, 585 3, 408 : 400 | 34, 782 24, 347 
Pennsylvania . 65, 000 7, 000 (4 58, 000 40, 600 
Ohio_. eee | 326, 000 | 42, 644 | 6, 820 | 276, 536 193, 575 
Total... 1, 544, 989 | 151, 248 | 58,747 | 1, 334, 994 | 934, 496 
| 90 percent of i 
| remainder ; 
a ie 4 
Roads completed after Dec. 31, ¢ 
1955 ; 
OIIONG . ncnanscscmceceeut 398, 000 52, 029 15, 107 | 330, 864 | $297, 778 i 
I i ania 280, 000 40, 000 | 16, 580 | 223, 420 201, 078 3 
Kansas. __. Ae xe Ae 160, 000 | 20, 000 | 4, 302 | 135, 698 122, 128 ; 
Kentucky - poeheene 38, 500 | 3, 844 965 | 33, 691 | 30, 322 ; 
Massachusetts. ........-- 239, 000 32, 000 6, 366 | 200, 634 | 180, 571 { 
New Hampshire _---- $21,391 |_. (4) 21, 391 | 19, 25% 5 
New Jersey ---- ; 27, 200 2, 200 610 | 24, 390 | 22, 410 3 
New York hidleweeens 283, 962 29, 455 | 14, 411 | 240, 096 216, 086 i 
eee ies 68, 000 11, 662 (4) 56, 338 | 50, 704 ; 
ai ciel .----| 1, 516, 083 | 191, 190 58,341 | 1,266,522} — 1, 140, 329 : 
Grand total. ......-- ea 3, 300, 826 378, 598 118, 790 2, 803, 438 2, 155, 593 
1 Excludes Federal funds of $29,250,000. x 
? Partial data. ; 
3 Excludes Federal funds of $58 million. 
4 Not Available 4 
6 Excludes Federal funds of $1,009,000. ; 
‘ 
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ScHEDULE 13.—Average costs per mile of mazvimum reimbursements for toll roads 





Maximum 
Period of completion and State reim burse M iles Cost per n 
ment cost 
Prior to Dee. 31, 1951 (40 percent) Thousands 
Maine $7, 137 47.2 $151, Oo 
New Hampshire 2 604 14.7 1R3, KK 
Pennsylvania 70, G87 327.2 217, 000 
Total , 80, 768 389. 1 a8, 000 
Dec. 31, 1951, to Dec. 31, 1955 (70 percent 
Maine W174 66.0 
New Jersey - ae 251, 445 125. 7 2 
New York 304, 355 427.0 
Ohio aed 193, 575 241.4 
Oklahoma. ..-.--- 24 347 RR 0 
Pennsylvania... 40, 600 32.3 1 
namie tence 934, 496 ORO. 4 953. 000 
After Dec. 31, 1955 (90 percent): 
Connecticut - . -. 297, 778 129.0 2 308. 000 
Indiana... ‘ 21, O78 156.0 1. 289. 000 
Kansas 122, 128 236. 0 517, 000 
Kentucky - - 30, 322 0.0 75S. 000 
Massachusetts 180, 571 123.0 1, 468, 000 
New Hampshire 19, 252 37.6 512, 000 
New Jersey 22, 410 6.0 3, 735, 000 
New York---- : oi ; 216, OR6 108. 0 2 001, 000 
Oklahoma. ---- ; 50, 704 RR. 5 573, 000 
Be. . cxwnes ee ee aerate 1, 140, 329 924. 1 1, 234, 000 
es siccomeadakeenwen eewetidatae 2, 155, 593 2, 203. 6 940, 000 
National average: ! 
Rural 400, 000 
Urban 3, 145, 000 
Rural plus urban (combined average) --- sin Sotieti 672, 000 


‘ For all construction in 10-year program (toll plus free). 


B-9 to B-14: Cost data were not obtained according to this classification. 
Data from State reports relating to cost breakdowns are shown in schedules 2, 
3, 4, 14, 15, and 16. 

B-15: Costs listed in schedules 2, 3, 4, 14, 15, and 16 cover only the physically 
measurable road needs during the 10-year period, 1955-64. In addition to these 
needs, there will be expenses for unforeseen work—for certain resurfacing and 
traffic services. These additional expenses are relatively small, amounting to 
about $0.6 billion during the 10-year period. Total construction costs for the 
10-year period, including the additional needs, are shown in the middle columns 
of schedules 17 and 17A. No reimbursement costs for work completed prior to 
1955 are included in these two exhibits; neither do they include administration, 
interest, or maintenance. 
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B-16: See schedule 18 for percentage distribution of the construction costs. 


Fepera.t-Aip Hiaguway Act or 1954—Section 13 Prosectr—HiGHway 
NEEDS Strupy 


SCHEDULE 14.—Mileage, structures, and cost distribution for overcoming critical 
deficiencies, 1955-64: Interstate System, rural 


























Total Cost of overcoming critical deficiences, 1955-4 Structures, 1955-64 
miles 
State needing ‘ : 
4 ioht.of. 2 = Total Needing 
ai Total ayer Grading Surface oo num- improve- New 
. ber ment 
Thous Thous. Thous. Thous. Thous 

Alabama 824 $306,556) $52,209) $139,017) $77,865 $37,465 89 13 76 
Arizona 929 187, 068 8.930 116,610 31,°10 30, 518 506 90 116 
Arkansas... 497 165, 840 14, 892 32, 725 64, 908 53, 315 785 785 
California 1, 183 . 596) 124,807) 174,720) 248, 285 36,784) 1,338 R38 500 
Colorado 7 566 3, ORD 5, 431 34, 039 54, 658 31, 952 313 3Y 27 
Connecticut 138 80, 000 20, 000 70, 000 52, 000 38, 000 190 190 
Delaware. 22 : 6, 625 5, 645 16, 934 14, 470 17 17 
Florida 1,019 15,007; 106,228 157,145 77, 554 188 188 
Georgia 1, O98 33, 660) 231,040; 166,305 121.455 990 990 
Idaho 550 ( 9, 650 36, 962 35, 000 13, 425 116 116 
Illinois 1, 320 530,828, 91,063) 111,944) 173,678 154, 143 596 32 564 
Indiana Sol 470, 468 52, 800 66,700) 100,968 250,000) 1, 258 15; 1,243 
Iowa j 637 213, 818 38, 220 74, 220 48, 843 45 945 
Kansas__- 595 186, 979 12, 800 79, 132 36, 700 499 Rb 413 
Kentucky 561 353, 000 27, 000 82, 000 59, 000 500 500 
Louisiana 527 p 18, 030 45, 842 53, 111 121, S02 482 324 158 
Maine 329 9,180! 60,315 27, 540 40, 395 288 288 
Maryland ‘ 104 150, 228 13, 500 11,132) 61, 206 64, 300 148 5 143 
Massachusetts - 140 141, 580 13, 050 62, 630 32, 300 33, 600 65 5 60 
Michigan oa 826 791, 546 82,343 141,182) 117,034 450, 987 153}. 153 
Minnesota.. 743 254, 415 12, 259 73, 282! 107,219 61, 655 500 30 470 
Mississippi 621 215, 301 9, 848 71, 585 78, 708 55, 160 677 5 672 
Missouri 973 423, 215 95,000) 118,500, 149, 315 60, 400 473) _. 473 
Montana. -. 1, 058 137, 969 8, 150 51, 000 54, 000 24, 819 264 74 190 
Nebraska 435 88, 107 3, 455 24, 824 46,115 13, 713 134 16 118 
Nevada_-__.- 509 61, 505 5, 540 33, 212 : 7, 223 61 29 32 
New Hampshire 169 41, 136 2, 856 18, 931 , 52! 6, 824 50)_... 50 
New Jersey 150 216, 518 21, 419 51, 109 57, 300 86, 690 193 3 190 
New Mexico 893 171, O80 5, 815 49, 972 69, 159 46, 134 527 20 507 
New York 504 619, 000 61,900 142,000) 154,800 260, 300 432 75 357 
North Carolina 613 219, 510 34, 879 62, O81 90, 475 32, 075 459 9 450 
North Dakota - 491 100, 139 2, 937 22, 867 49, OR5 25, 250 174 13 161 
Ohio : 794 507, 305 71,023) 167,411) 152,191 116, 680 603 603 
Oklahoma 658 286, 891 16, 070 93,451) 121,091 56, 279 455 191 264 
Oregon 552 10, 200 69, 200 52, 900 31, 300 350 20 330 
Pennsylvania ; 832 39,546! 130,613) 105, 766 71, 602 296 115 181 
Rhode Island iti 14 2, 000) 1, 200 3, 419 500 2 2 
South Carolina_ - 683 18, 258 36, 290 41,317 40, 402 386 75 311 
South Dakota. 507 &, 871 18, 689 49, 227 7, 001 112 112 
Tennessee - - _ - . 986 40, 248 70, 756 89, 452 52, 549 411 183 228 
Texas site ‘ 2, 483 32,300, 116,576, 216,499 134,728 1,642 633, 1,009 
Utah oa 658 10, 389 60, 060 60, 111 51, 430 227 . 227 
Vermont . 334 7,698) 100,191 2, 939 2, 723 69 69 
Virginia. __- ; 748 149, 330 92,700! 102, 790 29, 910 257 125 132 
Washington... 491 187, 761 20, 455 56, 517 56, 780 54, 009 252 25 227 
West Virginia 177 160, 204 22, 490 60, 475 43, 850 33, 479 58 58 
Wisconsin - - - 422 201, 803 5,790) 120,174 60, OS7 15, 752 60 : 60 
W yoming 953 276, 569 589 54,816) 211,013 10, 151 136 31 105 
District of Columbia < ‘ 
Hawaii 7 . _ 
I ea ‘ ;. 

BR daisies 31, 207)12, 192, 106)1, 368, 521/3, 711, 095/3, 999, 044 3, 113,446 18, 726 3,119 15, 607 


Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads. Reported by State highway departments. 








NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 357 


ScHEDULE 15.—Mileage, structures, and cost distribution for overcoming critical 
deficiencies, 1955-64: Interstate System, urban 











rot al Cost of overcoming critical def ‘ es i’ 4 structure ‘ | 
miles 
ment Right-of- Grading Surface “ bee nu mprove vew 
way irt be . re ‘ 
a _ - —_ 
Thous. Thous. Thous Thous Thous 
Alabama 35 $48,148 $10,225 $10,893 $8,275 $18,755 ic] 
Arizona 24 16, 419 2, 749 5, 650 2,775 24 27 2 Z 
Arkansas 17 31, 330 11, O83 2, 469 5 063 12,715 x) x) 
California 272. 1,719, 701 1,022,180 230,182 272,034 195, 305 3SY RY 0) 
Colorado 22 25, 756 3, 804 2,312 2 She 16, 684 +) 5 4] 
Connecticut... s4 360, 000 100, 000 50. 000 35, 000 175, OO ay) an 
Delaware 8 th 4 2), 328 3, 400 4 O68 3, 080 0. 8OO 15 15 
Florida _. 42 134, 300 42, 900 37, 300 7,440 46, 660 41 4! 
Georgia ‘ : 85 127, 750 55, 000 33, 000 23, 250 16, 500 200) 200 
Idaho ll 8, 838 2, 125 1, 463 1, 375 3, 875 16 ' 
Illinois : 155 502, 842 72,412 159, 882 53,162 217, 386 319 319 
Indiana 151 388,083 131, 000 68, 500 45.700 142,883 420 480 
lowa of 65 53, 854 5, 850 4,875 12, 025 31, 104 42 42 
Kansas__- 30 15, 304 1, 795 2, 820 5, 875 4, 904 37 2 5 
Kentucky. _- 68 125, 000 33, 000 39, 000 29, 000 24, 000 1S) 1S 
Louisiana 65 239, 393 60, 446 11, 453 11,810 155, ¢84 75 10 65 
Maine 6 oe 4 6, 960 4, 000 1, 450 1x0) 1. 000 I | 
Maryland 77 271, 273 7 5 25, 478 37,190 «186, 350 67 67 
Massachusetts. - : 182 688, 628 195, 428 79, 600 292, 500 180) 180 
Michigan 137 478, 760 83, 724 36,090 228, 646 RS s 
Minnesota_. 06 214, 605 46, 205 35, 03 66, 115 197 s 180 
Mississippi- - - 38 23, 375 7, 060 6, 993 6, 632 RS 2 SO) 
Missouri 63 157, 938 31, 700 47, 000 32, 540 23 23 
Montana. . 40 11, 310 1, 040 $710 4, SOO 22 22 
Nebraska 7 15, 920 336 3 14, 070 - ] i 
Nevada 7 9, 806 3, 166 2. 840 1, 300 2 MK) | ry 
New Hampshire 39 23, 357 3, 451 9, 009 4, 386) 6, 511 15 l 
New Jersey 180 1,101,142 174,802 110, 255 90,020) 726, O65 405 190) 
New Mexico 43 57, 767 17, 707 3, 746 8, 141 28, 173 v2 2 
New York 146 663,800 156, 400 73, 000 46, 200 RS WM) 4s] 4s 
North Carolina 25 20, 204 7, 632 2, 845 3, 606 6, 031 $6) ih 
North Dakota : 7 3, 667 219 540 1, 008 1, 900 { 4 
Ohio : 182 800,000 272,000 176,000 74,000' 278. 000 i) 689 
Oklahoma iO 79, 100 25, 549 16, 205 20, 961 16, 205 100 10 oO 
Oregon... _- 63 146, 900 64, 400 9, 700 8, 500 64, 300 120 120 
Pennsylvania 115 389, O80 59,059! 124,713 132,309 72, 909 101 39 62 
Rhode Island . 23 112, 000 34, 000 45, 960 11, 490 20, 550 AR AR 
South Carolina ee 19 41, 676 26, 770 6, 075 2, 749 6, O82 i) 5 45 
South Dakota : 19 8, 526 1, 116 1, 850 3, 760 1, 800 10 10 
Tennessee - . 36 : 27, 141 31, 664 22, 617 34, 349 23 3 2” 
Texas 260 346, 514 90, 059 72, 652 69,803) 114, 000 414 49 $65 
Utah ; . 34 47, O88 12, 858 6, 820 3, 410 24, 000 70 70 
Vermont...- 9 8, 618 3, 318 1, 422 3, 2R0) r 
: Virginia ‘ 158 178, 150 34, 520 38, G80 51,170 163 2 161 
; Washington 92 266, 114 43, 684 19,948 107,108 148 ] 147 
i West Virginia 7 39 86, 250 17, 170 10, 580 $4, 190 27 27 
‘ W isconsin ; 25 111, 197 16, 600 33, 340 39, 877 QR___ Us 
é Wyoming 26 13, 475 2, 549 7, 530 3, 363 19 1 18 
3 District of Columbia-- 32 147, 380 29, 560 14, 034 51,212 83 f 77 
5 Hawaii 
j Puerto Rico 
# cs = ; 
z Total 3, 403 10, 463, 487 3, 179, 379 1, 897, 773 1, 395, 527 3,990,808 6,541 240 = «6, 301 


atl 


+ tons 2 eating aaetie es ve et 
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SCHEDULE 16.—Mileage, structures, and cost distribution for overcoming critical 
deficiencies, 1955-64: Interstate System, rural and urban 











Total Cost of overcoming critical deficiencies, 1955-64 Structures, 1955-4 
miles . reece — ——— - = 
State needing | _ - 
‘ 5 tioht.of. Struc. | Total Needing 
er Total —— Grading! Surface — num- mprove- | New 
ze , ber ment 
Thous. | Thous. | Thous. | Thous. | Thous. 
Alabama... ane 859 $354,704 $62,434 $149,910 $86,140 $56, 220 145 13 132 
Arizona... --. tet ne 953 203, 487 11,679; 122, 260 33, 785 35, 763 533 92 441 
Arkansas... .. tae 514 197, 170 25, 975 35, 194 69, 971 66, 030 | 815 
OS EEE 1,455 2, 304, 297/1, 146,987) 404,902) 520,319, 232,089 1,727 927 800 
I 5SS 151, 836 9, 325 36, 351 57, 524 48, 636 359 44 315 
Connecticut. -...-.-- 222 540,000, 120,000) 120,000 87,000 213,000 a 450 
Delaware. -..........- 26 64, 002 10, 025 9, 713 19, 994 24, 270 I pica 32 
NE cierccpemmnnee 1, 061 490, 234 57, 907) 143,528, 164,585 124,214 220)... be 22 
Georgia Se 1, 183 680, 210 88, 660) 264,040) 189,555 137,955 1,190)______- 1,190 
RE ie a 561 103, 875 11, 775 38, 425 36, 375 17, 300 ace 132 
Illinois _. pineanangaies 1,475 1,033,670, 163,475) 271,826 226,840 371, 529 915 32 883 
Indiana__- : 952 858,551) 183,800) 135,200 146,668 392,883 1,738 15| 1,72 ‘ 
Re ids ca odie ; 702 267,672! 44,070 57, 410 86, 245 79,947, 1,347)... 1, 347 ; 
Kansas Smeg 625 202, 373 14, 595 61, 167 85, 007 41, 604 536 88 448 3 
Kentucky. ---.--.-- 629; 478,000) 60,000) 224,000; 111,000 83,000 650). 650 
Louisiana.__------ 592 478, 178) 78, 476} 57, 295 64,921; 277, 486 557 334 223 
a 333 144, 390 13, 180) 61, 795 28, 020 41, 395 eerie. 289 
a 71 21, 501 35,755| 36,610 98,486 250, 650 215 5 210 
Massac husetts enna 322 830,208; 134,150) 258,058) 111,900, 326,100 245 5 240 4 
Michigan.-......-..-- 963) 1,270,306) 212,643) 224,906) 153,124) 679, 633 OO a 238 [ 
Minnesota..........--| 839 469, 020) 79, 419} 119,577) 142,254) 127,770 697 38 659 
Mississippi. - __-_- Sac 659| 238,676) 12,538] 78,645) 85,701) 61,792 765 7| 758 
Sent... ...<...-.- 1,036) 581,153) 141,698) 150,200) 196,315) 92, 940 et 496 
Montana. ._.......- 1, 098 149, 279) 10,210) 52,040 57, 710 29, 319 286 74 212 
Nebraska. -......---- | 442) 104, 027 4, 134) 25, 160 46, 950 27, 783 142 17 125 
ells ee 516) 71, 312 8,715) 36,052 16, 822 9, 723 87 29 58 
New Hampshire---.--- | 208) 64, 493 6, 307 27, 940 16, 911 13, 335 ae 65 
New Jersey_-.-.---...-- | 330) 1,317,660) 196,221) 161,364) 147,320) 812,755 688 8 680 
New Mexico.......-- | 936| 228,847) 23,522) 53,718) 77,300) 74,307 619 20 599 
i cones 4s 650) 1, 282,800) 218,300) 215,000; 201,000) 648, 500 913 75 838 { 
North Carolina___..-- | 638; 239,714 42, 511 64,926; 94,171 38, 106 495 9 486 ; 
North Dakota. -.--..-- 498; 103, 806 3,156) 23,407) 50,093) 27,150 178 13 165 4 
RN ahs dom adinnse | 976| 1,307,305) 343,023) 343, 411} 226,191| 394,680) 1,292/______- 1, 292 5 
Oklahoma. _.__- s 708; 365,991 41,619) 109,746) 142,052 72, 574 555 201 354 } 
a ee 615} 310,500) 74,600) 78,900) 61,400) 95, 600 470 20 450 j 
Pennsylvania____. 947; 736, 607 98, 605) 255, 326, 238,075) 144, 601 397 154 243 
Rhode Island_----- | 37; 119,119} 36,000) 47,160, 14,909; 21,050 OE eae 60 
South Carolina. ----- 702| 177,943) 45,028] 42,365 44, 066 46, 484 436 80 356 | 
South Dakota__-..-- 526 92,314 9, 987| 20, 539 52, 987 8, 801 TE scciaiien 122 
Tennessee ----_- . 1,022) 368,776) 67,389) 102,420) 112,069) 86,898 434 186 248 
as sane aaah 2, 743 846,617) 122,359) 189, 228 2R6, 302; 248,728) 2,056 682, 1,374 
EE irae niincadsienieein 692} 229,078] 23, 247| 66,880) 63, 521 75, 430 UT ices ; 297 
TIE ois oa wn 343) 172,169 8, 296, 103,509) 44, 361 16, 003 TN nina ion 74 
ee ee a 906) 552,880) 203, 110! 127,220; 141,470 81, O80 420 127 293 } 
Washington. __._--- 583; 453,875) 115,829) 100, 201 76, 728; 161,117 400 26 374 ! 
West Virginia___-_---- 216, 246, 544) 46, 800| 77,645 54,430 67, 669 ae 85 
mre. x... econ 447; 313,000) 27,170) 136,774) 93, 427 55, 629 158 
Wyoming__- 979 290, 044| 622) 57,365) 218, 543 13, 514 155 32 123 
District of Columbia_- 32} 147,380 52, 574 29, 560 14, 034 51, 212 83 6 77 
IIE ss Sc cia eccinak ice eine maeaee Do ee re eee 7 seeks Se aden ce cae sa - 
POE MAND nc oop en selenencsnes en bacinmet sees 3 ate . 2 
————— | — -——  -—- a diel abineaneeseaatd-eamsaaicce 
Rocce pane: 34, 610)22, 655, 5934, 547, on, 608, 868 5, 394, 57 17 "104, 254 25, 267 3,359 21, 908 
: 
4 
4 
: 
3 
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ScHEDULE 17A.—Program costs: 10- and 80-year programas, Interstate Syst 
rural and urban 


{In thousands 








| 
ae Critical Additional Potal, 10 Add 
deficiencies, needs, en 
1955-44 1955-44 I g ut 4 | 1 

Alabama $354, 704 $10, 642 $365, 34 $164, 406 $529, 7 
Arizona. 203, 487 6, 083 209, 5x 2 is. 4 
Arkansas 197, 170 5, V1 203, O8 ‘1, S80 4,474 
California - - - 2, 304, 297 17, 254 2, 321 ; 6SY, 502 
Colorado ; 151, 836 4, 55S , 39 ‘ a 
Connecticut 540, 000 15. 000 BA (OM) VS. OK . OK 
Delaware 64, 002 1. 920 AS. G22 ) Oh ) & 
Florida 490, 2: 4, G02 405. | 1 4 S 
Georgia OSU, 1¥, 702 Huy 4 ~s 14 
Idaho 103, 3,116 106, 99 2. (W } { 
Illinois 1, 033, 31, 010 1, 064, 68 474, 100 43, TN 
Indiana. -_-. SHS, 55 8, 700 87, 2 SU, S4U 2 1M) 
lowa 267, &, 031 27 17, 979 423, 68 
Kansas 202, ; O48 206), 42 2, SH wn. 3 
Kentucky- 478, 000 402. OXM OK +, OM 
Louisiana 478, 346 492, 524 221, Ase 14, it 
Maine 144, 3¢ 2, 887 47,2 “), 274 21 
Maryland 421, § 12, 644 $34, 14 3,9 628, OS 
Massachusetts R30, ‘ 7, 769 837, 977 2), 04 ; 4] 
Michigan 1, 270, ¢ 25, 406 1, 29 2 ® 1 STA. 7S 
Minnesota 469, 14, O70 183, O90 254, 48 f 
Mississippi 238, 7, 160 245, 8 | * ts, 4 
Missouri - - - - 581, 17, 434 QR, 5S 210, 364 SH7, O51 
Montana ‘ 14%, 2, USS 152, 2 2 ‘ “4 t 
Nebraska 104, 2.678 106 23. 612 tH j 
Nevada. --- 71,4 2, 139 73, 4 $3, ( 6, 504 
New Hampshire 64, 1, 935 fii, 428 », 218 SS, H4e 
New Jersey 1,317, 34, 529 1, 357, 189 61 1. O67, G24 
New Mexico 228, 847 6, 865 23 70 (41. 7R2 
New York 1, 282, 800 53, 100 1, 33 ny 474. O00 2 309, GO 
North Carolina 239, 714 7,191 246), 90 107, 872 1.77 
North Dakota 103, 806 3, 040 106, S44 30. 714 > BHD 
Ohio 1, 307, 305 53, 424 1, 360, 729 615, 52S 1, 976, 257 
Oklahoma 365, 991 10, 980 376, 971 169, 637 46, 608 
Oregon r 310, 500 8, 900 519, 40M (4), GOK $26, 000 
Pennsylvania 736, 607 23,414 760, 021 206, 201 1, 056, 222 
Rhode Island 119, 119 3, 750 122, 869 55, 291 178, 160 
South Carolina- 177, 943 5, 338 183, 281 82, 477 2t ‘ 
South Dakota. .- 92, 314 2, 770 95, OS4 41,4 136, SSS 
Tennessee 368, 776 11, 063 379, 839 170, 927 A, 76 
Texas. --- ; 846, 617 25, 398 872, 01 392, 407 1, 264, 422 
Utah 229, O78 9, 164 238, 242 103, O86 $41, 32S 
Vermont__- 5, 165 177, 334 +, SO 257, 134 
Virginia 16, S80 0, 46K 9 20) S25, 72 
Washington 13, 616 467, 491 210, 37 677, 862 
West Virginia 12, 040 258, 584 116, 60K 75, 184 
Wisconsin 9, 398 322, 398 18. 350 0. 75 
W yoming-- 5, S01 205, S45 12, 994 K, S3Y 
District of Columbia_ -- 4,421 151, 801 68, 31 1 
Hawaii 
Puerto Rico. _ 

Total____ oh pana 22, 655, 593 597, 290 23, 252, 88 y 0, 577 2,9 1H) 


C—1, C-2: No construction mileage schedules for each year during the 10-year 
period have been prepared. The State-by-State distribution of the 10-year total 
mileage of new construction during 1955-64 is shown in schedule 19. Will be 
furnished later. 

D-1, D-2: See schedule 18 for State-by-State estimates of collections from 
Federal taxes on motor fuel, and for comparisons of interest charges and mileages. 

E-1: Prior Federal contributions for improvements on the Interstate System 
are shown in schedules 10 A, B, and C, and 11 A, B, and C furnished in connec- 
tion with items VII B-1 and B-2. Federal-aid records have not yet been 
analyzed to determine the net mileage of construction completed with Federal- 
aid participation. Hence costs per mile are not available. 
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SCHEDULE 19.—Percent of total miles of needed construction, 1955-64 
Interstate System 






Percent of Percent of 






. Grand 7 Grand 
tate Rural Urban total otate Rural | Urban total 
mile- mile- (rural mile- mile- (rural 

age age and age age and 

urban) urban 






Alabama 2. 4 1.03 2.48 New Hampshire 54 1.15 60 
Arizona 2. 98 70 2.75 New Jersey 4s 5. 29 5 
Arkansas 1. 59 i) 1. 49 New Mexico 2. 86 1. 26 2.71 
California__. 3.79 7.9 4. 20 New York 1. 62 4.29 1. SS 
Colorado 1. 81 65 1. 70 North Carolina 1. 96 73 1,84 
Connecticut 44 2.47 4 North Dakota 1. 57 21 1.44 
Delaware U7 12 08 | Ohio 2. 55 5. 35 2. 82 
Florida 3. 27 1. 23 3.07 Oklahoma 2.11 1. 47 2. 05 
Georgia. 3.52 2.50 3. 42 Oregon 1.77 1.85 1. 78 
Idaho 1. 76 32 1.62 || Pennsylvania 2. 67 3. 38 2. 74 
Illinois 4.23 4. 56 4. 26 Rhode Island O4 6S ll 
Indiana 2.57 1.44 2.75 South Carolina 2.19 56 2 03 
lowa 2. 04 1. 91 2.03 || South Dakota 1. 62 A) 1, 52 
Kansas 1. 91 SS 1. 81 Tennessee 5. 16 1.06 2.9 

Kentucky 1. 80 2. 00 1.82 | Texas 7. 96 7. 64 7. 93 
Louisiana 1. 69 1.91 1.71 Utah 2.11 1.00 2. 0 

Maine 1.05 12 06 | Vermont 1. O7 26 ’ 

Maryland 62 2. 26 78 | Virginia 2. 40 4.64 2. 62 
Massachusetts 5 5. 35 93 Washington 1. 57 2.70 1. 68 
Michigan 2. 65 4.02 2.78 West Virginia 57 1.14 62 
Minnesota 2. 38 2. 82 2. 42 Wisconsin 1.35 % 1, 29 
Mississippi 1.99 1.12 1. 90 W yoming 3. 05 76 2. 83 
Missouri 3. 12 1.85 2. 99 District of Columbia ; 94 . 09 
Montana 3.39 1.18 3.17 . 

Nebraska 1.39 21 1. 28 Total. - : 100. 00 | 100. 00 100. 00 
Nevada 1. 63 . 21 1. 49 


aa | 





Secretary Weeks. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have this clear: 
The Clay report, of course, was made. Then we have the figures here 
under the 1954 act; we have the figures under Senate 1048 and Senate 
1160, and while 1160 is based upon some of the recommendations of 
the Clay report, it does not carry out all of the recommendations of 
the Clay report. 

Senator Gore. Do you regard S. 1160, Mr. Secretary as a $101 
billion program ¢ 

Secretary Werks. No; I do not, Mr. Chairman. I regard it as a 

$21 billion program, or $27 billion program. As you worded the 
amount in the bill, it is $21 billion, but it is a $27 billion program, as 
: personally visualize this. The Clay report indicates what ought to 
be done to get our roads in good shape, but the Federal part of the 
program is covered by S. 1160, the administration’s viewpoint, which 
takes satisfactory care of the Interstate System and then continues 
the Federal-aid program for secondary and other roads on the same 
basis as provided in the 1954 act, which, incidentally, is the highest on 
record. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, I would like 

Secretary Weeks (interpolating). Could I make one more point 
there ? 

Senator Gore. Yes; indeed. 

Secretary Weeks. The $101 billion program covers a lot of roads 
that are not and never were involved in the Federal-aid program. 
They have always been done locally by the States. 

I wish, if I could have the committee’s indulgence, I would like Mr. 
du Pont to show you a chart that I think in a sense displays what I’m 
talking about. 





oe 
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Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, have we arranged for these inset 
tions in the record ¢ 

Senator Gore. I understood so. 

Senator Martin. With this additional information ¢ 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Case. Do we have a straight answer to the question posed 
by the Senator from New Mexico as to whether or not S. 1160 embraces 
all of the suggestions or recommendations of the Clay Commission ¢ 

Secretary “Werks. It does not. 

Senator Gore. Mr. du Pont, the Senators at the end of the table 
can’t quite see. Would you mind coming up here so they all can see / 

Mr. pu Ponr. This is the first time, gentlemen, we have endeavored 
to indicate graphically the relationship between the several road sys 
tems and those in which the Federal Government has an interest or 
subsidizes. 

It is a little rough; this was only started the day before yesterday. 
This represents [indicating on the chart] the tree, and the roots, of 
course, are in our material wealth and productivity. Then we have 
the trunk. 

Seantor Busu. Just give us some of the tags you have in the roots 

Mr. pu Pont. In the roots, we have in the outer band, that is this 
light shading [indicating], which incidentally, constitutes part of the 
highway systems 1n which the Federal Government has never had 
jurisdiction or aid. In the fringe area, if I may refer to it as that, we 
have fisheries, timber, farms, mines, livestoc k, oil, coal, oil wells, and 
natural resources. 

In their processing, they, for the most part at least, go into a sec 
ondary area and this little darker shade of brown [indicating], which 
is indicated, shall we say, by the branches—where we have quarries, 

canneries, factories, chemicals, and mills. 

Then we have the primary system and, there again, we have refin 
eries, reprocessing, and those go on up through the trunk and are 
distributed to all of us, regardless of where we live, and they represent 
the fruits of our economy. 

I have just listed here alphabetically, appliances, armaments, auto- 
mobiles, buildings, chemicals, clothing, construction materials, educa 
tion, electronics, food, fuels, and so on. 

The primary system, in which the Federal Government has very 
definitely an interest, constitutes the limbs or the segment of the roots. 

The Interstate System is 40,000 miles; the primary system is 240,000, 
but after deducting the Interstate, you get actually 197,000 miles in 
this area. Those, of course, as you know, are one of the highways that 
do participate in the Federal aid. Then we move out to the secondar y 
system, which is 483,000 square miles, where again, we do have Ieder: al 
aid, and that represents this band [indic ating}, either on the coming 
in or in the consumption side. 

Finally, we get to the local roads and streets in which the Federal! 
Government has never participated and that amounts to 646,000 miles 
and is this large fringe area. 

Now, the relation of those systems to each other, if you take the 
40,000 as 1, then the primary system represents 5 times as much as 
the secondary system and the ratio is 12 and the outer area, the rural 
and local roads, represents 64. 

61030—55——24 
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Now that, I think, gives us, for the first time, the relative areas in 
which the Federal Government participates and their importance, 
shall we say, to our economy. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, that is a very interesting schematic 
concept, but it does occur to me to observe two things: No, 1, that every 
mile of the Interstate System as is laid down on the map is on the 
primary system. 

Mr. pu Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Case. To the extent we increase the proportion of dollars 
placed on the Interstate System, to that extent, we change the old 45, 
30, and 25 percentage concepts for distribution to primary, secondary, 
and urban roads. The second thing is that the philosophy of dedi- 
rating the proceeds of gasoline taxes to the accomplishment after ac- 
celeration of the Interstate System without differentiating between 
the levy of the gasoline tax on highway users and the levy of the gaso- 
tax on users of gasoline for nonhighway purposes, ala modify the 
suggested thought of the rootage in the general economy. 

I think it should be noted by this committee that several days ago, 
Senator Carlson, of Kansas, introduced a bill to authorize the refund 
of the Federal gasoline tax, which is levied on gasoline used for non- 
highway purposes on the farms. On the same day, I introduced a bill 
with a similar purpose. We did not consult each other; I didn’t know 
he was introducing a bill and he did not know I was. Our bills are 
not identical in phraseology or method but reading his statement, I’m 
convinced that he was of the same opinion that I am, that we cannot 
ignore the implications of a proposal to dedicate the Federal gasoline 
tax to an expansion of the Interstate System if no provision is made 
for refunding portions of the gasoline tax which are reflected in non- 
highway users. I bring that to your attention because it is a thing 
that the committee is going to have to face before we get there with 
this approach. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. du Pont. 

Senator Busu. May I ask one more question before he takes that 
down. You didn’t comment upon the big interstate letters there with 
the arrow especially ? 

Mr. pu Pont. That is 40,000 miles graphically and, of course, it is 
the trunk of the tree, the backbone of the system, the keystone of the 
are or whatever phraseology you would apply. 

Senator Busu. I see. : 

Mr. pu Ponr. If that becomes insufficient to support the limbs or 
the fruit, of course, it fails. 

Senator Busu. That is the basic foundation for the whole thing. 


Mr. pu Ponr. It is the keystone for the are or the backbone or the 
trunk of the tree. 


Mr. Busu. Thank you. 

The CHarrman. Mr. du Pont, you used to be the Commissioner of 
Highways ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I think I hold the long-distance record, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is when you were in Delaware, but I believe 


you * ga Commissioner of Public Roads for the Federal Govern- 
ment 


Mr. pu Pont. For approximately 2 years. 
The Cuarrman. When did you resign ? 
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Mr. pv Pont. I discussed the matter first with the Secretary last 
November and resigned about 3 weeks ago. 

The CuHarrmMan. What is your official position now ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. I am a consultant to the Secretary of Commerce. 

The CHatrMan. Consultant to the Secretary of Commerce ! 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes. 

The CuHatrmMan. You get paid? 

Mr. pu Ponr. No, sir; I do not. I’m contributing my services. 

The Cuatrman. You are contributing your services. You are not 
sworn in as a Federal employee ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir; I am. 

The CuarrmMan. But, you are contributing your services free of any 
remuneration ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir. I do have office space and I have transporta- 
tion and if I go to New York, I am permitted to use Government 
travel. 

The CuHarrman. Do you know of any official in the Federal Gov- 
ernment who is working for the Federal Government for nothing as 
a consultant ? 

Mr. pu Pont. No, sir; I do not, but I am not very well informed on 
the many agencies of the Government. 

The CuairmMan. But anyway, you do not get a penny for your work ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. No, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And you consider yourself a consultant to the road 
setup of the Federal Government? 

Mr. pu Pont. I have that official designation. 

The Cuarrman. And an office is furnished you ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Whenever you go out on presumably official busi- 
ness, notwithstanding that you are not a regular official, you get paid 
for your transportation and your expenses ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I understand so. I have never so gone out but I 
understand I do. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, on that point, I suggested to the Com- 
missioner the other day that I think that before a month has expired, 
he should explore the statutes and determine whether or not the Gov- 
ernment can receive uncompensated services. It runs in my mind that 
there is some statute which runs against the Government accepting 
uncompensated services and it was because of that that we had the 
so-called dollar-a-year men, and I really think that, as a matter of 
policy and possibly of statute, arrangements should be made for Mr. 
du Pont to be placed at least upon a dollar-a-year basis so that there 
can be no question about expenditures for his expenses and travel or 
the receipt of his services. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, do you wish to make a statement about 
that ? 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. Chairman, I made this arrangement with 
Mr. du Pont because I wanted to relieve him of the sdisinlohtatiee 
duties of the Office of the Bureau of Public Roads and have him as a 
special consultant on the legislation which I knew would be one of 
the prominent activities during this session of the Congress. 

As far as the pay is concerned, we will be happy to look that up. 
We do have in the Deinanaies Department, what are known as WOC’s, 
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business setup, and I believe there is no conflict of authority, but we 
without compensation, continually active, coming and going in our 
will be glad to look that up. 

Senator Case. There may not be, but I do think it would be much 
clearer if that were done. I make that observation from a friendly 
point of view. 

The Cuarrman. I do too. 

Senator Case. I think Mr. du Pont’s services are invaluable and I 
think his counsel will be worth a great deal, but I think it would be 
well to avoid future trouble. 

Senator Marrin. I would like to ask one question. Mr. du Pont, 
how long did you serve as head of the Highway Department in the 
State of Delaware / 

Mr. pu Ponr. 1922 to 1949, sir. 

Senator Marrin. What was your compensa ion there ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. Zero. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you a few ques- 
tions about your statement now and then I’m sure other members will 
have certain questions. 

I would like to begin by asking you a few questions about the an- 
swers to your questions attached to your letter. If you will turn to 
page 7, the last page of the attachment to your statement, the ques- 
tion is: 

Should the provisions of section 105 (b)— 
that is, of S. 1160 
be construed as an appropriation of indefinite duration ? 

Your answer is as follows: 

While section 105 (b) would provide for what is commonly referred to as an 
indefinite appropriation, there are limits to its duration, as indicated in the 
answer to question No. 12. Section 105 (b) makes appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1957 and “for each fiscal year thereafter in which there are outstanding 
unmatured obligations of the Corporation.” The duration of the appropriations 
thus is determined by the maturity of the longest term bonds outstanding. 

From your answer now, my supplementary question is this: Is the 
power of the proposed Corporation to issue bonds limited to any spe- 
cific period, 10 years, 30 years, 100 years and, if so, where may we find 
that provision in the bill # 

Secretary Weeks. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the power is lim- 
ited to a 10-year period, 105 (b), (a) and (b). You are limited by 
the amount stated in section 105, 

Senator Gore. I did not ask youthe amount. I asked you the period. 

Secretary Weeks. Otherwise it is in there. It is not in the nature 
of a revolving fund. It isa limited amount, and as long as that amount 
is being cared for by appropriate allocations from the tax, there is 
noend. You have toservice the bonds and retire them. 

Senator Gore. You mean there is no end of the program under the 
bill? 

Secretary Weeks. Until the bonds are paid; you limit the total 
amount of bonds. You set up a 10-year program—the assumption 
is it will be finished in 10 years, and the bonds will be serviced in 30 
years, but there is no end as long as the indebtedness is outstanding. 
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Senator Gore. Is your answer to the question “No” when I asked 
you: Is there any specific period in which the power of the Corpora 
tion to issue bonds is terminated ¢ 

Secret: ry Weeks. The policy y is for 10 vears for the bond issue, but 
there is no fixed termination date. As long as there is a bond out 
standing, the bond has to be cared for under the program. 

Senator Gore. Then the answer is “No” ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. The answer is “No.” 

Senator Gore. Then there is an indefinite appropriation as to 
amount and also as to time / 

Secretary Weeks. I would not say indefinite as to amount, 

Senator Gore. You would not say indefinite / 

Secretary Weeks. You said indefinite as to amount. I said I would 
not say it 1s indefinite in amount. The amount is fixed in section 105 
(a) where it says “in an amount not to exceed $21 billion,” on page 7 of 
the bill. 

Senator Gore. Page 7 of the bill, section 105 (a). I am speaking 
now, Mr. Secretary, not of the limitation of bonds but of the amount 
of appropriation. The section which you cited refers to bonds of the 
Corporation. Ihave it before me. 

Secretary Weeks. But then the Secretary of the Treasury each year 
estimates the amount which will be required to cover the principal 
and interest on the bonds that have been issued, and each year as more 
work is done under the program if the program goes for 10 years, each 
year the allocations are made by the Secretary, and the appropriation 
is made, and the bonds are serviced ; but there is no indefiniteness about 
the total amount involved. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, I call your attention to section 105 (b) 
on page 8 of the bill. 

We have reached agreement that it is indefinite as to time, and if 
you will look at that “particular provision, I think we will have no 
difficulty in reaching agreement that it is indefinite also as to amounts 
appropriated. 

Section 105 (b) appropriates for an indefinite time all revenues 
from gas and oil taxes beyond $622 million. 

Secret ary Weeks. Is that not correct as long as there are outstand 
ing bonds, that the income from the 2-cent tax is allocated to pay the 
$622 million, and the rest of it is all allocated to the service of these 
bonds? 

Senator Gore. So, not knowing what the amount of revenue from 
those sources would be next year or 30 years from now, it is indefinite 
both as to time and amount, is it not ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. I do not, Mr. Chairman, consider it indefinite as 
to amount, because there is a top limit to what you borrow under this 
scheme, and then you take all the revenues, so there is no indefinite- 
ness about that. You take the revenues from the 2-cent tax. 

The estimates indicate thatéhe revenue from the gasoline and special 
fuel tax will service the bonds and clean up the obligations at the 
appointed time. 

Senator Gore. I understood that, Mr. Secretary, but there is a dif- 
ference I am trying to pout out to you in the amount of the bond that 

‘an be issued, and the funds that would be here by appropriated; and 
the corporation can spend an appropriation under the bill, as I under- 
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stand it, over and above and beyond the amount of the bonds. If that 
is not true, I wish you would point to that provision in the bill. 

Secretary Werks. It is not true, sir, according to page 8, “there are 
hereby appropriated and shall be paid by the Secretar y of the Treas- 
ury for the fiscal year 1957” 

Senator Gorr. What line are you reading from ? 

Secretary Weeks. I am reading on line 16 down there, which states: 

For each fiscal year thereafter in which there were outstanding unmatured 
obligations of the Corporation. 

There is in my judgment distinctly set forth a top limit on what you 
obligate ) yourself for and a method by which you pay off your obliga- 
tions, assuming the estimations for revenues are accurate or reason: bly 
accurate, 

Senator Gore. Without taking too much time, I think there may be 
some disagreement on that. I do not want to trespass upon the time 
of other members. 

If you will turn to page 2 of your answers to the questions, I ask you 
on question B to supply a statement as to whether I am correct; 
namely— 


whether bonds issued by the Corporation are to be directly guaranteed by the 
faith and credit of the United States. 


You answered: 


The bonds would not be directly guaranteed by the faith and credit of the 
United States. 

I would like to ask you a supplementary question: If these bonds 
are not, indeed, backed by the faith and credit of the United States 
Government, upon what security would they rest 

Secretary Weeks. On the pledging of the gas tax money. The 
owners of the bonds as security have a first all on the 2-cent gas tax, 
and they have additionally, what I would call, a temporary hedge, so 
to speak, in the $5 billion borrowing capacity that the Corporation 
would have from the Treasury. 

In other words, if 1 year fell off, if we get in trouble, and there 
should not be so much gas used that year, you would have this $5 
billion borrowing capacity from the Treasury, which would tide it 
over. All the security purchasers of the bonds would have would be 
this first call on this 2-cent tax. 

Senator Gore. You just gave the second step, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Werks. Yes, I did. I call that a hedge. I do not esti- 
mate, rather the Treasury does not estimate, that there will be any 
difficulty unless the country is at war and gas use is restricted greatly 
and so on. 

Our estimate is that there will be sufficient revenue to take care 
of the servicing of the obligations, but it is that additional hedge—— 

Senator Gorp. You call it a hedge. Would you call it a guaranty? 

Secretary Werks. No; I would not @ll it a guaranty except that 
in the final analysis, the Corporation would, I assume, if it fell short 
by $5 billion, have serviced the bonds less the $5 billion which they 
would have borrowed from the Treasury to take care of the obligation. 

Then the Government in some manner would have to make up that 
difference. 

Senator Gore. Then you have given two steps as security for these 
bonds: One, an appropriation by the Congress of all the revenues 
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from these two sources above $622 million so long as there is an 
outstanding bond; and, second—— 

Secretary Werks. You said the two sources / 

Senator Gore. Gas and oil is what I meant by it. 

Secretary Weeks. No oil, it is just special fuels. 

Senator Gore. Excuse me. I will correct my statement—all the 
revenues from this particular source beyond the $622 million level, 
which is, I believe, the present level of expenditures for urban, rural, 
and primary, less $100 million. 

Secretary Weeks. $116 million, less the $116 million. 

Senator Gore. You have that step! You have that security / 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Is that an actual appropriation by the Government 
of the United States? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. You have, second, the step which you have cited, the 
power and privilege of this Corporation of borrowing as much as $5 
billion per year from the Treasury which can be treate ed by the Treas- 
ury as a public-debt operation; is that correct / 

Secretary Weeks. Not quite, sir. 

Senator Gore. Will you state it correctly, please, sir ? 

Secretary WEEKs. The C orporation could borrow under the bill not 
$5 billion in any one year. The bill states: 

The Corporation may issue to the Secretary of the Treasury its obligations 
in an amount not to exceed in any one year the amount necessary above all other 
revenues of the Corporation to provide for debt service of the Corporation during 
that year but not to exceed the aggregate amount of $5,000,000,000 outstanding 
at any one time. 

Senator Busu. You are reading from line 17, page 9; are you not ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes. 

It could only borrow the difference between what the 2-cent tax pro- 
vided, and the estimated requirements for the service of the obligations 
in that year. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, right there may I ask a question ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Martin. What is that? The total amount that could be 
borrowed would be $5 billion ? 

Secretary W rEKs. That is the outside limit. 

Senator Martin. That is the outside limit; is that correct ? 

Secretary Weeks. That is right. 

Senator Busu. At any onetime. It does not mean that over a period 
of 10 years, they might not borrow an aggregate greater than that, but 
at any one time, it could not be greater than that. 

Senator Martin. At any one time then, it could not be greater than 
that. 

The CuatrrMan. Could that not be 1 year. 

Senator Martin. Yes, it could be 1 year, but it cannot exceed $5 
billion. 

Senator Gore. At any one time. 

Secretary Weeks. But then it could not, as a practical matter, be 
in 1 year, because it provides there that it shall be the difference be- 
tween the estimated amount, if the estimated revenue falls short for 
that year’s requirements, they can borrow enough to make it up. 
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Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, if the Congress passed this appropria- 
tion bill and the President signed it, would not that be an act of the 
Government of the United States ? 

Secretary Werks. I should say so. 

Senator Gore. If the Secretar y of the Treasury was given authority 
by this proposed act, and he did, in compliance therewith, loan to the 
Corporation in a public-debt operation, $5 billion or some lesser 
amount, would that not be an act of the Government of the United 
States? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Then will you explain your answer to the next ques- 
tion, C 


A statement as to whether the bonds of the Corporation are to be indirectly 
guaranteed by the faith and credit of the United States. 

Your answer is as follows: 

The bonds world not be indirectly guaranteed by the faith and credit of the 
United States. The appropriation of the revenues in excess of $622,500,000 col- 
lected each fiscal year from the taxes imposed on gasoline and special fuels and 
the authority to borrow from the Treasury not to exceed the aggregate amount 
of $5 billion outstanding at any one time would provide the funds required for 
the program. 

You have said that the two actions necessary to “provide the funds 
required for the program” are actions which would be actions of the 
United States Government, and yet you say that these bonds would 
neither be directly nor indirectly guaranteed by the faith and credit of 
the United States Government. 

I just do not quite understand that. If these are not obligations of 
the Government of the United States or the people of the United States, 
then whose obligations are they? 

Secretary Weeks. On page 8 of the bill starting with line 7: 

The Corporation shall insert appropriate language in all of its obligations 
issued under this subsection clearly indicating that the obligations, together with 
the interest thereon, are not guaranteed by the United States and do no consti- 
tute a debt or obligation of the United States or of any agency or instrumentality 
thereof other than the Corporation. 

More specifically, the Corporation is set up in business under the 
Government Corporation Control Act and the receipts of certain 
revenues having been paid, there is in its hands revenue sufficient year 
by year to service the obligations, but beyond the actual appropri- 
ations from the revenues or from the possible advance, this $5 billion, 
beyond that there is no further guaranty or any involvement of the 
credit of the Government. 

Senator Gore. Before we get away from this language which the 
Secretary read from the bill, ‘T wish to point out, Mr. Secretary, that 
that merely provides that this statement be printed on the debentures. 

It does not in any way modify the fact that this is a governmental 
obligation; it does not modify the fact that the law itself provides as 
to governmental steps which you have outlined, the mere inclusion or 
the mere printing of a statement upon an instrument may not neces- 

sarily change the existing facts of law. 

This does not write a “law. does not write into law, that those are 
not obligations of the Government. It merely provides that that state- 
ment be printed on the securities. 
Senator Busn. Will the Senator yield ? 
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Senator Gore. Yes; I did not want to hold him up too long. Yes; 
1 yield. 

Senator Busu. May I ask a question that I think may clarify the 
point. 

The full faith and credit of the Government is what you are talking 
about being behind this bond. I suggest that what the Secretary has 
said places definite limitations on the use of the credit of the United 
States (a) it is limited by the excess tax over the $622 million; and 
(6) by the limitation of borrowing by the authority from the Treasury 
so that those two limitations constitute the extent to which Govern 
men credit is involved. Therefore, the full faith and credit is not in 
volved. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. There is no question as to that, Mr. 
Chairman: but, nevertheless, if the Government issues a bond or bonds 
to a certain limit, should not the Government be behind those bonds, 
like they would in any other bond ¢ 

Should not the full faith and credit of the Government be behind 
that / 

Secretary Werks. I do not think so. sir, not under this bill nor 
under the intent of the bill. 

Mr. X purchases one of these bonds 

The Cuatrman, I would hate to think that a Government bond is 
issued, and the Government is not behind it. 

Secretary Weeks. Why is he induced to buy the bond’ Because he 
feels there is revenue allocated to service it. 

Senator Gore. I wish to point out to you, Mr. Secretary, and also 
to Senator Bush, that the openendness of the appropriation renders 
the obligation without limit, because we would appropriate by this 
act all of the revenues from this source in perpetuity or for such other 
lesser time as there might be a bond outstanding: so if this is not an 
obligation of the United States Government, I do not know how to 
recognize one, and if it not, I wish you would outline to this com- 
mittee any prerogatives any special attributes that an ordinary Gov 
ernment bond would have over the bonds of this Corporation or an 
agency of the United States Government. 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to furnish 
statement on that. I think the lawyers would have to come in on it, 
but right now may I simply say that when the Government issues an 
obligation under the normal course of events, it involves the full faith 
and credit of the Government. 

We expect the Government to pay that indebtedness, but this is a 
security that is sold to the purchaser whose eyes are opened wide to 
the fact that his security rests on the allocation of this 2-cent gas tax 

revenue. 

Senator Gore. Do you know of any attribute that a Government 
bond would have which these would not have? I have thought about 
it and inquired. I know that for the bankers, a Government bond 
has an attribute which these bonds do not have. 

The banker can take Government bonds to the Federal Reserve 
bank, as you know, and thereby convert them into cash, 100 percent 
of the dollars. 

I do not think these bonds would have that. But for an ordinary 
citizen who does not have the privilege of a banker holding a Govern- 
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ment bond, what attributes would a Government bond have that these 
would not have? 

Senator Martin... Mr. Chairman, might I make an observation there ? 

Senator Gore. Yes; but I still want this answer, after your obser- 
vation. 

Senator Martin. Oftentimes, in private business a man obligates 
a certain part of his profit as security for that obligation. 

The United States Government bonds is a debenture against all of 
the assets of the United States Government. These will only be sec- 
ondary by this testimony that we have enumerated this morning, and 
is set out in the bill and that further that they have an opportunity 
to borrow from the Federal Treasury not exceeding $5 billion. 

We have precedent for this in what we call general State authori- 
ties, where the only security that the holder of that bond has is that 
the State, a certain State or a certain subdivision of government, 
rents, we will say, a school building or a hospital. 

That is the only security they have. The interest rate is a little 
higher than a direct obligation against a State or against the Federal 
Government. We have been doing this for quite some time in the 
States and in municipalities. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Weeks. My answer would be that an ordinary obligation 
of the Government which represents full faith and credit of the Gov- 
ernment has a call on all revenues. 

This bond may be like a bond sold on a toll road which has a call on 
the tolls that are collected. There is no obligation under toll-road 
procedure to the holder of the securities, the obligations, other than the 
revenues produced by the use of that road. 

Here you do not have a call on any other revenue except this 2-cent 
tax. 

The Cuarrman. But is not the Government obligated to that extent, 
the revenues which should produce the fund ? 

Secretary Weeks. I think the Government would be obligated. 

Let us assume, for the sake of argument, that the estimated revenues 
which are supposed to service these bonds in 30 years, fall short by 
50 percent, so that it takes 60 years. 

ersonally, I think that the Government would be obligated to 
allocate gas-tax money to retire those bonds. 

The Cuatrman. I am trying to apply my orientation, shall we say, 
to these bonds, like we would any other Government bonds. If it is 
a Government bond, I want it to be good, no matter where the revenue 
comes from. 

Secretary Weeks. I do not think this is a Government bond in the 
sense that you are thinking of a Government bond. 

Senator Gore. But you have just said twice in your opinion that 
the Government would be obligated. If this is to be a good obligation, 
if your Government and mine, if the Government of the United States 
is to borrow money to do an essential job of building highways, the 
borrowing is to be an obligation of that Government, should not the 
Government borrow the money at the least possible interest rate in 
order to protect the interests of the taxpayers ? 

If we are not going to protect the interests of the taxpayers by 
borrowing the money at the less favorable rate, then—well, I will let 
you answer. Excuse me. 
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I started to ask you who we would favor, but I will let you answer. 

Secretary Weeks. Under this program, you set up a corporation, 
and authorize it to borrow money, with the assurance of certain 
revenues. You are now getting into the realm of interest rates, I take 
it, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Yes, I am. I think that is a very important realm, 
Mr. Secretary, whether we are going to build roads or whether we are 
going to pay investment b: inkers high i interest rates. 

Secretary Werks. I think interest rates are very important, but 
my judgment is that when you set up a corporation, you allocate it 
certain revenue. You do not pledge the full faith and credit. 

Senator Gore. But you pledge part of it. Now, what part of the 
faith and credit of the United States Government is good and what 
is not good ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. This does not involve the full faith and credit of 
the Government, sir. You simply get the use of a 2-cent tax on gaso- 
line. 

Senator Gore. Forever—as long as there is an outstanding bond? 

Secretary Weeks. Until the obligation is liquidated. 

Senator Gore. How much does that lack being good in your 
opinion? You are a financier. 

Mr. Secretary, Does that lack being good. What obligation of the 
United States Government is good and what is not good ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. This is not an obligation of the United States 
Government. It is not intended to be, sir. 

Senator Gore. I understood you to say twice to Senator Chavez that 
you considered that the Government would be obligated. 


Secretary Werks. I said the Government would be obligated to serv- 
ice the bonds as provided in the bill. 
The Cruarrman. As I understand what is intended by S. 1160 in 


one instance is to issue bonds to the extent of $20,235,000,000 in order 
to construct a program for 10 years. Thatisan obligation. The Gov- 
ernment will issue those bonds, and of necessity, have to be bound by 
that. 

Senator Case. The corporation would be. 

The Cuarrman. The corporation, which is an agency of the Fed- 
eral Government, will be. 

Then, speaking of interest rates, if this program goes over, those 
bonds will be paid up in 30 years, and you will have paid $11,548 
million in interest alone, which is practically a third, better than one- 
third of the total bond issue; is that not correct ? 

Secretary Weeks. I do not know what the interest would aggregate. 
We do not know what the bonds would sell for on a yield basis or what 
the conditions of the money market will be at that time—but we esti- 
mated a 3 percent rate. 

The Cuatrman. I have discussed this matter with General Clay, and 
members of this Committee; and he has assured me that those figures 
were an issue of $20,235 million and an interest in 30 years of $11,548 
million. 

Secretary Weeks. That could be. I am not disputing the figures, 
sir. We took the figure of 3 percent. 

The CuarrmMan. You see what the committee is up against is this: 
we are trying to build roads. A lot of people are writing me from all 
over the country and saying why issue $20 billion worth of bonds and 
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pay $11 billion worth of interest in 30 years; this $11 billion could 
build lots of roads. 

In other words, they feel that this is an investment bill and not a 
road bill. 

Secretary Weeks. I do not think it is, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, will the Senator yield for a question 
on that point. 

The CuatrrMan. Yes. 

Senator Case. Is it not true, Mr. Secretary, and also the Senator 
from New Mexico, that if you issue the obligation, whether it is a direct 
obligation of the Treasury or of the corporation, that interest would 
have to be paid, as you pay interest on the national debt when you 
pay interest on the bonds. 

Secretary Werks. If you are going to borrow money, you are going 
to have to pay interest. 

The Cuairman. That is why I think his suggestion is good, that 
the Federal Government ought to get this money as cheaply as possible. 

Senator Gore. Lest I monopolize the questioning, I have but one 
further question, and then I will desist and call on the other members. 

On page 3 of your statement, in the large paragraph in the middle 
of the page: 

Assuming 8S. 1048 is enacted and siniilar bills are reenacted every five years, 
it is estimated the 10-year needs of the primary and urban systems would not 
be satisfied before 1975, the secondary system before 1980, and the interstate 
system not until 1987, not to mention such additional needs which will accrue 
after 1965. 

In view of that statement, would you care to estimate how long it 
will take to meet the required standards of the primary, secondary, 
and urban systems, if legislation similar to S. 1160 is enacted? Do 
you believe th’s goal will be reached in 10 years as recommended by 
the Clay committee with States and local governments providing all 
the additional funds ? 

Secretary Weeks. Generally speaking, Mr. Chairman, that would 
depend on the States, but especially, I will ask Mr. du Pont if he will 
answer that question. 

Senator Gore. I beg your pardon. You said depends on the action 
of the individual States ? 

Secretary Werks. Yes, it depends on the action of the individual 
States. 

Senator Gore. You made the statement, Mr. Secretary, that under 
S. 1048 the secondary system would not be brought up to required 
standards before 1980; the urban systems before 1975; the urban sys- 
tems before 1975. 

I am asking you when do you think those roads would be brought 
up to required standards under the other bill. Under S. 1048 the 
Federal Government would provide additional funds which the States 
could match to approach this program. 

Maybe it does not approach it fast enough, but S. 1160 provides no 
additional Federal funds for either of these categories of roads in that 
system. With the States providing all the funds, do you think that 
program would be completed in 10 years or by the date you suggested 
that ? 


Secretary Weeks. We have no estimate as to how long it would be. 
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Senator Gore. Then you are prepared to estimate S. 1048 but not 
S. 1160, is that correct / 

Secretary Werks. Because under S. 1160 the emphasis is on the 
Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. And the deemphasis on the secondary, the urban, and 
the primary ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. [ would not quite agree to a deemphasis, because 
we would be continuing the Federal aid in those respects at the highest 
rate that it has ever been in the history of the Government, and be 

cause of the expenditures on the Interstate System, and the change in 

the amount of the matching funds that are indicated in this chart, 
The States should have substantial resources to use as they see fit to 
carry on further work involved beyond the 1954 requirement of S622 
million. 

The Cuairman. Bu‘ after use of funds for the Interstate System, 
where are they going to get the money for secondary roads and other 
roads that are needed in the average State / 

oe here are they going to get the funds? The average State under 

1160 would obligate itself to the full limit for the interstate roads: 
ull right. 

Of necessity they would like to build urban roads, secondary roads, 
farm to market roads. Where are they going to get the funds if all 
the funds go to the Interstate System / 

Secretary Werks. We are still spending $622 million a year. 

The Cuamman. Yes, and you are freezing that for thirty years. 
You are not willing for that to be expanded / 

Senator Gore. More than 30 years—indefinitely. 

The CrarrMan. Yes. 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, but may I call your attention to the fact that 
the same applies to all these States, that if you continued under the 
1954 Act, my own State of Massachusetts would receive annually $16 
million pay-in and matching funds $15 million. 

You jump over to this system where we are doing the interstate 
work and are continuing at the 1954 rate and you would have this 
situation: Massachusetts $90 million from Federal funds and a match- 
ing of $11 million. 

So, right there is the difference between the total of $31 million that 
would be done in the State under the present act, and $90 million 
and $101 million under this S. 1160 Massachusetts would only con- 
tribute $11 million against $33 million, so they would have that $21 
million to carry out further work in the secondar y and primary fields. 

Senator Gorr. One further question, Mr. Secretary, and then I shall 
quit. Will you point to any provision in the bill whereby any State 
would be guaranteed any apportioned part of this highway corpora- 
tion fund ? 

Secretary Weeks. Would be guaranteed any apportioned part of 
the funds? 

Senator Gore. Yes; where is there an allocation as to States? 
Where is there a provision which safeguards any State to a share, a 
particular share, in this program ? 

Secretary Werks. The total 

Senator Gore. I know what the total is there. 

Secretary Weeks. The revenue is guaranteed, $622 million goes 
right back to the 1954 act. 











378 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Senator Kerr. Are you talking about the $101 billion ‘ 

Senator Gore. Iam talking about the proposed program. 

Secretary Weeks. The apportionment is under the last column on 
the right. 

Senator Gore. If you will pardon me, I am not talking about your 
chart. Iam inquiring now where there is a provision in this bill which 
provides for an apportionment which provides any formula by which 
each State would be guaranteed its share in this program. 

Secretary Weeks. Will you answer that question, Mr. du Pont? 

Mr. pu Ponvr. There is no specific provision. It is reviewed each 
year based on the needs, based on a reevaluation. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, what about the provisions of section 
205 (b)? It may not be a guaranty, but it does provide for a notifi- 
cation of the States of an allocation. 

Mr. pu Pont. Each year? 

Senator Casr. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Werks. It is reviewed by the Corporation and the Sec- 
retary each year under the bill. 

Senator Gore. I will just read this last two lines of the bill itself: 
‘The allocations made under the act shall not be deemed an appor- 
tionment.’ 

I am going to stop myself and call on the members of the subcom- 
mittee in the order of their rank on the list. The first man who is 
here is Senator Thurmond. 

I first want to ask the committee to pardon me for the duration of 
my questioning, Senator Thurmond. 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Secretary, is there any question in your 
mind but that an Interstate System of roads is needed from the stand- 
point of the defense of the Nation ? 

Secretary Werks. I am very certain, Senator, that it is needed, 
that we are ’way behind on this thing. 

The original proposal for an Interstate System, I think, was in- 
corporated in the 1944 Act, and so it has been the thinking of the 
Government for over 10 years now that this Interstate System should 
be taken care of, and I think very largely that is necessitated by the 
defense requirements. 

Senator THurMoND. In the event of some type of atomic or nuclear 
attack, do you feel that some system of interstate roads is needed to 
evacuate the population from the cities? 

Secretary Weeks. It certainly would be a very great help, Senator, 
a very great help, especially the portion of it that is allocated to the 
urban access roads. That would be extremely helpful. 

Senator THurmMoNnp. Would a system of interstate roads be cal- 
culated to save many lives and prevent many injuries to persons and 
many millions of dollars in property damage ¢ 

Secretary Werks. I believe it would, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. Is it your opinion that prompt action should 
be taken to begin the construction of these roads without delay rather 
than postpone the matter until future years, when more funds might 
be available ?¢ 

Secretary Werks. I have become completely convinced that we are 
well behind on the program that ought to be undertaken. We have a 
census clock in the Commerce Department that registers a new mem- 
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ber of the population every 12 seconds. We are going aliead at 215 
million a year increase in population. 

With the increase in population and the number of automobiles 
that are estimated, it makes this an extremely urgent matter to get 
going on this thing. 

Senator THurmonp. If such a system of interstate roads is not 
provided, do you predict a great congestion of traffic, say, within 
10 years or more, with tremendous traffic jams, great loss of time of 
the American people ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. I certainly do, sir. I think you could approach 
stagnation on the highways if the process went long enough because 
it is bad enough. It is going to be a lot worse 10 years from now. 
I am sure you are correct in that observation. 

Senator Tuurmonp. State whether or not a system of tolls might 
be provided on such a system and if inadvisable why, in order to 
make this self-liquidating project from the tolls and the revenues 
from the gasoline taxes without paying such tremendous amounts of 
interest. 

Secretary Weeks. Of course, on the toll-road procedure, you set 
up a corporation. The corporation would have to borrow to do the 
job, and their revenue would be tolls instead of gas tax. 

The whole approach of the administration has been a given tax 
authorization, the use of the gas-tax receipts. We do not think it is 
desirable to get into the toll-road business, as far as the Government 
of the United States is concerned. 

Would you want to add anything to that statement, Mr. du Pont? 
That is a very interesting observation for the Senator to make, That 
is my own view. 

Is it all right for Mr. du Pont to add to that ¢ 

Senator Gorr. Yes. Mr. du Pont. 

Mr. pu Pont. There are other things to be considered in the con- 
struction of a toll road as compared to a free road. First of all, the 
total number of miles that might be self-liquidating or have a sizable 
ratio of traffic to make the construction feasible, is quite limited. 

It is impossible to state, of course, precisely how many miles there 
currently are. Our loose figure is 1,000 in operation, another 1,000 
under construction, and possibly another 6,000 to 7,000 miles might 
be feasible without subsidization of the toll road. 

Such a facility does not serve the community locally, because a toll 
road only has access where it is profitable. Consequently, you may 
not have access to that facility for many miles, and, therefore, in my 
judgment it is not the type of ‘facility, certainly not profitable, insofar 
as serving the needs Tae given area. I think there is that other 
factor. 

Senator THurmonp. In a system of roads of this nature would tolls 
be practicable ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Limited sections; yes, sir, and very definitely on 
bridges, all that type of structure, which lends itself admir ably because 
you have a very high cost per mile as compared to the road itself. 

Senator THurMonp. Under the system invisaged here, state whether 
it would be the plan to build these roads through a virgin territory or 
to follow the present road system mostly. 

Secretary Weexs. Will you answer that, Mr. du Pont ? 
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Mr. pu Pont. It has not been estimated how much would be required 
as relocation as compared to the improvement of the existing facilities. 
I think this is generally true in the congested areas: the cost of secur. 
ing sufficient rights- of-way are such, and the interruption to business 
and that sort of thing are such, that it would be preferable to have 
relocation in those areas where the congestion of population is so great. 

It is feasible in many instances to use the existing roads, possibly 
with some modification for curves and that sort of. thing, but that 
could not be determined without an exact evaluation in each State. 

Senator THurmonp. Who would make the determination as to the 
exact location under this system of interstate roads ¢ 

Mr. pv Ponr. The initiation of any improvement would be at the 
State level. It would subsequently be reviewed by the Secretary of 
Commerce in cooperation with the Department of Defense and Civi" 
Defense. 

Senator THurmonp. The State would initiate any relocation then, 
as I understand it. 

Mr. pu Ponv. Yes, the initiation is in the States. 

Senator TuHurmonp. And then their recommendation would be re- 
viewed ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. It would be submitted and then reviewed. 

Senator TiturMonpb. And a decision would be made by whom ? 

Mr. pu Pont. By the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Tuurmonp. By the Secretary of Commerce? 

Mr. pu Ponr Through the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Tuurmonp. In covsultation with the civil defense organiza- 
tion ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir; the civil defense would come in in the urban 
area, naturally. 

Secretary Weeks. In the bill there are provided under certain con- 
ditions where the corporation, the directors of the corporation, would 
adjudicate any differences of opinion, so to speak. 

The initiation is in the State. The Secretary and the Bureau of 
Public Roads would approve the sites for the roads, and then, as I 
said, under certain conditions here the directors would have something 
to say about differences. 

Senator THurMonb. Do you envision this Interstate System as pri- 
marily a new system of roads, or do you envision it as an expansion of 
the present system ? 

Secretary Werks. I envision this Interstate System for all intents 
and purposes, as a new system of roads. In some respects you would 
expand the present setup, but I do not think—how much of the present 
setup would be involved, do you believe, Mr. du Pont ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Talking about dollars, I think it is more than half of 
it that would be new, because most of your dollars are rights-of-way 
in congested areas. 

If you are talking about the miles, more of it would be on the exist- 
ing location. In other words, you have a lot of mileage in uncongested 
areas. Those are cheap dollarwise as compared to congested areas. 

In other words, in Chicago I know of 1 mile that cost $12 million. 
In open country $400,000 would be a fair figure. 

Senator Tuurmonp. If this road system should be built, would 
there be any interference with proceeding with the expansion of the 
present system of roads? 
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Mr. pu Pont. I cannot see that it would other than by virtue of the 
fact that this new facility might preclude the necessity of expanding 
existing roads other than the improvements from time to time. 

Senator THurmonp, If the 2-cent gasoline tax is pledged here, and 
it is used, then what funds would be used for the expansion of the 
present system ‘ 

Mr. pu Ponr. There is the annual allotment under this bill 
$622" million, which is the present current rate on the facilities. 

Now the States—and I do not want to mention the States—but some 
of the States really have done a remarkable job and have spent far 
more money on their systems than the Federal-aid money through 
raising of gasoline taxes primarily, 

There are other States that have not done so, so that would depend 
toa great degree on the State. 

Senator THurmonp. Let me get the full information on this matter: 
If the 2-cent gasoline tax, which is a Federal tax, should be used 
primarily to finance this Interstate System, then that source is. ex- 
hausted, or would some of those funds be used to expand the present 
system ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. There is the $622 million that is first taken out, and it 
is the amount in excess of $622% million per annum that is used to 
finance this. 

Senator THurmonp. There is another factor that is not realized, for 
example, let us take a State that is now confronted with major im- 
provements on the Interstate System of $600,000 per mile. 

If they are relieved of that improvement to all intents and purposes 
through this program, then they can spend this $600,000 on a less 
expensive highway system. Are they requested to do so? 

Senator Gore. Will you excuse me just a minute, for an interruption 
before Senator Bush leaves. 

Mr. Secretary, obviously all members of the committee have ques- 
tions in their minds which they would like to submit to you. We have 
the tax bill up this afternoon, and it is going to be impossible to meet 
this afternoon. 

The Chair with the permission of the committee had invited you to 
testify on Thursday and General Clay on Friday. I have been advised 
that General Clay is flying in here for this appearance on tomorrow. 
I was about to make = suggestion to the committee and inquire of 
your convenience, could you possibly come back on Monday? Would 
that be convenient ? 

Would that be satisfactory with the committee ? 

Senator Kerr. I am not on the committee, but I would like very 
much to have the opportunity to ask the Secretary some questions, 
and the Governor of Oklahoma will be before the Finance Committee 
on Monday, and it will necessitate my being there. 

Would it be possible to request that the meeting be held on Tuesday ? 

Senator Gore. It would be satisfactory to me. Do any other mem- 
bers of the committee have any conflicts ? 

Senator McNamara. I have a commitment in Boston on Tuesday, 
Mr. Chairman. That is the worst day for me in the next few weeks. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Congressman Dondero of the House Committee on 
Public Works and I were scheduled to be in Wilmington, N. C., Sun- 
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day evening for a town meeting of the air on roads, and I found that 
the quickest mode of transportation to get back here would put us 
back here at 1 o’clock Monday afternoon. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, could you come Wednesday? Would 
that be satisfactory to the committee? Would it be possible for you 4 

Secretary Werks. I think so, sir: but I would like to have a chance 
to look at my calendar down there and I will call up and let you know. 

Senator Gore. Will you call up and advise us then. Let us arrange 
tentatively that you be here at 10 o'clock Wednesday, and General 
Clay tomorrow. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Chairman, just briefly, I wonder if the Chair 
will permit me to ask Mr. du Pont a question. 

Senator Gorr. Will you yield for that ? 

Senator THurmonp. Yes. Go ahead. 

The Cuairman. Mr. du Pont, Senator Thurmond inquired about 
the toll roads. Of course, you would have to have access roads, limited 
access roads, to get into that toll road. 

Mr. pu Pon. Not necessarily. Though at the access it may go back 
500 feet. 

The Cuatrman. But it would be necessary to have limited access 
roads in order to have a farmer getting to the toll road if he had to 
use it, would it not / 

Mr. pv Pont. I am afraid I just do not understand your question. 
The toll road, of course, has limited access. 

The Cuatrrman. That is right. 

Mr. pu Pont. The road that comes to it, the service road or an 
access road, is a free road, up to practically the toll gate, and in some 
instances it is a little further back. 

The CHamman. But you suggested it might be necessary to use the 
Interstate System now as part of the toll road system. 

Mr. pv Pont. That is feasible in some areas. 

The CuatrMan. In some areas? 

Mr. pv Pont. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And if that were the case, you would have to have 
access roads 4 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

The CHairman. Limited access roads? 

Mr. pu Pont. No, I do not see that they need to be limited. 

The CHarrman. Mr. du Pont, has it not been the idea forever 
since the start of the Federal-aid system of roads, especially the In- 
terstate System, that that was supposed to be a free road to the Ameri- 
can people? 

Mr. pu Pont. That is correct, at this time. 

The CuarrMan. If you put the system through a toll road, it would 
not be a free system. 

Mr. pu Ponr. That is correct, sir, other than that the Federal 
Government can subsidize toll bridges. 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond, could you continue with Secre- 
tary Weeks when he is back on Wednesday, or were you about to 
finish ? 

Senator THurmonp. I will just ask a couple of questions, and then 
I have to go to the Senate. 
Senator Gore. All right. 
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Senator Tuurmonp. Under this policy, how many millions of dol 
lars would be reimbursed to the States for roads that are now under 
a toll system and are going into construction / 

Mr. pu Ponr. That question cannot be answered specifically. Ther 
are provisions for that sort of thing. On the other hand, there are 
many safety factors built into reimbursing a State. 

First of all, it is required that you do not pay anything for the fa 


cilities, such as toll gates, the motels, or service stations ; seco! idly, it 
depends on when it is built. 
Remember it must be adequate for the next 20 years. Let us be 


realistic. Suppose the New Jersey applied for the Secretary of Com 
merce to take it over. We would not even have to go up the re to say 
no, because currently they are widening 67 overpasses over it. Obvi 
ously, it does not meet those standards. 

Let us consider the Pennsylvania Turnpike. We would not consider 
that, because they have now reached a period when they have to re 
surface practic ally the entire facility, and so I cannot tell you Loe 
much would be involved. It can be possible that a considerably 
smaller number would be idealived. 

Senator THurmMonp. Would you not relieve criticism if all of the 
revenue available went into new construction under this system rather 
than reimburse the States for roads they had already built ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. That is a matter of equities I would think, sir. If 
a State has done a good job, should they be denied the benefit of im 
proving other roads merely because they had been a little more far- 

sighted and done a jeb? 

‘Senator Trrurmonp. If the Interstate System could be placed in an 
area where there was no road in such a case 

Mr. pv Ponvr. It might be possible. 

Senator THurmonp. And let them continue to use their present 
roads. 

Secretary Weeks. I would like to comment on that one. Suppose 
you had two States involved. State A has put in its interstate road, 
and State B has done nothing on that score. It would seem fair to 
reimburse in a section—— 

Senator THurmonp. If you took over a section of their road ? 

Secretary Werks. If you took over a section of their road, and 
then they would have that money to put in all their other highw: ays. 

Senator TuurmMonp. Would it be required that they use that money 
on other roads and it not go into their general treasury ? 

Secretary Werks. I do not think so. It is in the bill and goes gen- 
er ally into the primary system. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Thank you. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case has one thing to present. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Secretary, I am wondering if in the table which 
we previously requested of the 10-year improvements, if there should 
not be a column which would show the percentage of completion at 
the end of 10 years. 

Mr. pv Pont. We can make that up, but not quite so fast. 

Senator Casr. Maybe not quite so quickly, but you made a survey of 
the States as to what it would take to complete their several systems. 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir; the needs. The States did that. 
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Senator Case. If we had that 10-year column compared against 
that figure you were giving, it would give a percentage of completion. 

Mr. pu Pont. But here is a problem; the estimates are based on 
needs to take care of the situation for 10 years. If you are going to do 
it in 10 years, it is a simple matter. 

However, if you are going to do it in 20 years, then you have to 
project and consider the erosion that will occur in those next 10 years. 
You have got to decide on some basis. 

Senator Case. On your 8. 1160 your percentage of completion would 
be 100 percent ? 

Mr. pu Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Case. But on the others, we also know about how much we 
are along in order to evaluate the different approaches. 

Mr. pu Ponr. If you are limiting it to our present need or 10-year 
needs—in other words, if you are going to do it in 30 years, then you 
have got to find out what is going to happen in that period. 

Senator Casr. Suppose you do it on a 10-year basis. 

Mr. pu Pont. Ona 10-year basis. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, you did not indicate when the re- 
ports provided for by the 1954 act would be ready for the committee. 

Secretary Weeks. Do you mean under section 13? 

Senator Gore. Yes; under sections 13 and 11. 

Secretary Weeks. Do you want to comment on that, Mr. du Pont? 

Mr. pu Pont. The needs section will be available, and frankly we 
were put back a week by answering all these questions. The same 
men do that that would have done the other. 

The statistical section should be done by the first of the week; the 
toll-road section should follow shortly thereafter. 

When you get into the financing matter, that is extremely difficult. 

Senator Gore. We have discovered that this morning. It is going 
to become more so. 

Mr. pu Pont. It depends on what the States are going to do. We 
cannot determine that. If you adopted this particular bill S. 1160, 
that would make an entirely new problem; and we just do not know, 
for example, what Alabama or Michigan is going to do. 

The CuarrMan. But the request went as far back as last August. 

Mr.pu Pont. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The report from this committee inserted in the bill 
a request that the committee be furnished with a complete survey of 
the road needs and everything that had to do with roads. 

Mr. pu Pont. That is entirely correct, and as I explained, we had 
several unusual circumstances. First of all, Mr. Fairbanks who has 
been the head of the department, has been intermittently ill. I am 
sorry to say he is retiring the first of next month, April; and Mr. 
Holmes is succeeding him. 

Secondly, we had the governor’s conference who asked us for a lot 
of data. Third, the Clay group were constantly asking us for this 
data, and that; and we were not finished with that assignment until 
the 10th of December, so while we got the needs in, we were constantly 
pulled off the job, and we just could not physically do it. Those were 
not anticipated at the time we took the job. 

The Cuatrman. I would appreciate it, as chairman of the full com- 
mittee, if you would get them to us as soon as possible, because after all 
it is this committee that has to do the authorizing of a road bill. 
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Mr. pu Ponr. When will the needs be available? They ought to be 
ready next week. 

Mr. Houtmes. I think the needs portion will be ready maybe if not 
today or tomorrow, certainly by the first of the week. 

Mr. pu Ponr. The needs then, Mr. Chairman, will be ready very 
promptly. 

Senator Gore. The committee, as you will recognize and understand, 
Mr. Secretry, is anxious to have the benefit of the studies and reports 
required by the 1954 act, and will appreciate, as the chairman of the 
full committee has indicated, having that data at your earliest con 

venience. 

There will be inserted in the record at this point without objection 
a letter from Mr. H. H. Mobley, executive director of the American 
Motor Hotel Association, and other communications received. 

The above-mentioned documents are as follows :) 


AMERICAN Moror HoTeL ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 9, 1955. 
Senator ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Public Roads Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR GORE: Enclosed is statement of the American Motor Hotel 
Association, prepared by its executive director, Mr. H. H. Mobley, and submitted 
to you for inclusion in the records of the Public Roads Subcommittee hearings 
on proposed highway legislation, in accordance with our correspondence of 
March 4 and 5, 1955. 

Your response to our request is greatly appreciated. 

I have been in attendance at the subcommittee’s public hearings, and expect 
to be present at remaining sessions. If there is further information you desire 
with respect to this statement, I am available at your call. 

Sincerely, 
FLORENZ HINz, 
Washington Representative, American Motor Hotel Association. 


AMERICAN Motor HOTEL ASSOCIATION, 
Varch 7, 1955. 
Senator ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Public Roads Subcommittee. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeEAR SENATOR GORE: The American Motor Hotel Association is the national 
trade association of the motel and motor court industry. 

With members in every State and with member courts of all sizes, we reflect 
the thinking of the highway lodging industry. We have followed with interest 
of the highway lodging industry. We have followed with interest the evolution 
of the several current proposals to solve the Nation’s highway problems. Mod- 
ernization of the Nation’s highway system will create numerous problems for 
the motel industry. Many establishments will be bypassed and forced out of 
business. Others will encounter economical strangulation from limited access 
and urban bypasses. 

Aware of this keen interest, the association has kept all members informed 
on the development of highway proposals. The association has, from time to 
time, polled the members for opinions on various controversial features of high- 
way proposals. During the past 90 days, members of the board and association 
staff have met with motel operators in over half of the States and discussed 
upcoming road legislation. Out of this background of study and discussion 
certain principles have emerged that reflect our industry’s thinking. 

The American Motor Hotel Association’s board of directors have crystallized 
these principles into a stated position. 

1. We are in favor of an accelerated road program designed to meet traffic 
needs. Good highways are the lifeline of the motel industry. 

The industry’s growth has paralleled the development of the Nation’s highways. 
We are cognizant of the antiquated condition of the present highway system. 
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We are fully aware of the economic impact its modernization will have upon 
the motel industry. We believe, however, that the long range benefits will out- 
weigh the damages to our members. 

2. The American motor hotel industry favors a pay-as-you-go method of high- 
way financing. Our study of the situation indicates the projected cost of high- 
way modernization can be met on a pay-as-you-go basis. The Clay proposal 
cites the Federal share of the $101 billion program as $31,230 million over a 
10-year period. Anticipated revenue of highway user taxes from 1955 to 1965, 
inclusive, is $32,395,640,000. Obviously, if all highway user funds were chan- 
neled into the highway program, highway modernization could be financed on 
a pay-as-you-go basis. This would obviate the necessity of issuing revenue bonds 
and the subsequent payment of some 11% billions in interest. 

The Federal Government has for years diverted three-fourths of highway 
user taxes to general revenue. Diversion of highway revenues at the Federal 
and State levels has had a direct influence on the inadequacy of present-day 
highways. We believe we should stop diversion and build an adequate highway 
system out of current revenue. We are opposed to borrowing and certainly do 
not favor the financing of any project outside the debt limitations of the Federal 
Government. 

3. We are opposed to Federal participation in the construction of toll roads. 
Toll roads are monopolistic in tendency and are the most expensive means of 
providing adequate facilities. We are opposed to Federal reimbursement to the 
States for sections of toll roads, ‘either contemplated, under construction or 
completed. 

4. We urge that nothing be done to weaken the authority of the States to 
locate, designate, construct, and maintain the highway system. In limited access 
highways, we urge that control of access be vested in the State level. 

The expansion of highway construction to the levels indicated by the proposed 
programs will create many problems. These problems can be solved most quickly 
and most economically by the property owner and the State. 

Along the Nation’s highways, there are in excess of 53,000 motels. These motels 
have under their jurisdiction over 1 million rental units. They have an invest- 
ment approximating $5 billion and an annual income of $1.3 million dollars. 

This industry is an important segment of the Nation’s economy. The industry 
is particularly vulnerable to highway relocation, the limitation of access and the 
construction of bypasses. We are hopeful that the programs on highway mod- 
ernization as finally conceived can be executed in a manner that will cause a 
minimum disruption to the motel industry. 

We respectfully request that this statement be entered as part of the records 
in the hearings of the Senate Public Roads Subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. H. (Jor) Mostry, 
Executive Director. 


St. PAuL, MINN., February 24, 1955. 
Hon. Epwarp J. THYE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My DEAR MR. SENATOR: One of the most outstanding programs ever envisioned 
by this country is the contemplated expenditure of $101 billion to provide 
for an efficient network of trunk highways over the next 10 years. 

An expenditure of this magnitude is so far reaching that it not only must antic- 
ipate traffic needs for the next 40 or 50 years, but even 100 years or more. 

My reason for writing you is in regard to the ever-mounting loss of life due 
to traffic accidents. 

It has been my observation as well as that of traffic officers and men who are 
continualy on the road that a large percentage of the highway accidents are 
caused by passenger-car drivers trying to pass trucks, buses, and slow-moving 
vehicles. 

I know that you personally have experienced the breathing of carbon monoxide 
gas, when you have been trailing a truck or bus, and at times have been obliged 
to wait several miles before attempting to pass and keep within safe driving 
requirements. The above-mentioned gas could be somewhat eliminated by mak- 
ing it mandatory for all trucks and buses to have overhead exhaust pipes. 

General Motors states that 1955 licenses shows that we have 58 million vehicles 
over highways designed for half that number, and it is estimated that by 1962 
the registration will rise to 75 million. 
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In view of this situation, I suggest that separate highways be built for trucks 
and paying-passenger buses. 

The modern highway truck is fast approaching the carrying capacity of a 
freight car, and for that reason, construction costs would be considerably in 
excess of that required for passenger and lighter ton vehicles. 

The cost of highways used for the transportation of freight and paying passen 
gers should approach self liquidation in about 30 years. 

I submit the above for your consideration, and should you deem it advisable, 
you could discuss the idea of divided highways with the special advisory com- 
mittee headed by Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ruey C. Bosworrn. 





CHARLOTTE, N. C., March 4, 1950 





SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ROADS OF.THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
HovuseE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ROADS OF THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKsS, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: It is encouraging that the Congress is now seriously considering 
a substantial highway program. This is something long overdue, and I sincerely 
hope that the program will soon materialize, as I have long been concerned 
about the obsolescence and inadequacy of our highways. To me it appears that 
there are two important questions involved: (1) What type of highways are 
we going to build; and (2) how are we going to pay for them. I have given 
much study to these questions and as result I humbly submit to you the following 
recommendations. 
TYPE OF HIGHWAYS 


They should be of the modern dual multilane superhighway type, designed and 
constructed for through traffic. We have reached a point in automotive progress 
where it must be realized that we cannot continue to handle both through traffic 
and local traffic on the same roads. The individual States are, with only a few 
rare exceptions, still confining their highway construction to roads adequate only 
for local traffic. (There is some justification on their part, as they are not par- 
ticularly interested in building highways for out-of-State motorists.) Therefore, 
it is important that Federal funds be used to construct highways for through 
traffic. In the construction of such highways financed by Federal funds, certain 
high standards should be maintained. I recommend the following: 

1. That these be entirely new highways. This is important as we cannot con- 
vert local roads into proper dual highways by building another dual half along 
beside them, and still try to take care of both local and through traffic. For ex- 
ample, my State is now nearing completion of 100 miles of dual highway construc- 
tion on No. 29. They built a new dual half along beside the old half, and con- 
structed new bypasses around through the suburbs of the larger towns and cities. 
These towns and cities are already moving over on the bypasses and the conges- 
tion will soon be just as bad as that which they endeavored to avoid. In fact, this 
highway is already obsolete, and it will have to be replaced in the next decade or 
so, as it has on its numerous roadside commercial establishments, and has thou- 
sands of side roads, streets, and driveway entering it, and all of these are con- 
stantly increasing. 

2. The new superhighways should be located so as to keep them well away 
from congested areas. They should not come closer to the outer limits of any 
town or city than a distance equal to the diameter of the town or city. Con- 
gestion and roadside business is the greatest hindrance to the movement of 
through traffic, and also presents multiple hazards. 

3. Access to or exit from the superhighways should be only at strategic points, 
and in most instances these should be spaced many miles apart. If this is not 
done and traffic is permitted to enter or leave at various places, then there will 
spring up along the highways numerous filling stations, refreshment stands, 
amusement spots, et cetera, which will continue to spread until the advantages 
of a through highway are destroyed. 

4. Inasmuch as the superhighways should not be intended to serve local traffic, 
the right-of-way should be closed off by a fence on either side which will defi- 
nitely preclude any traffic from entering it at other than the designated startegic 
points. The fence will also prevent animals from wandering out on the road, 
or its being used by pedestrians. 

5. Since these through superhighways will be constructed as dual highways, 
with a broad park strip in the middle, this will eliminate the hazard of meeting 
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traffic going in the opposite direction, which is one of the most dangerous hazards, 
as head-on collisions are the most severe and so frequently fatal. There should 
be no crossovers in the center park strip where traffic going in one direction can 
enter the lanes going in the opposite direction. The only place one should be 
able to turn back and travel in the opposite direction should be at the designated 
strategic points. 

6. The planning and construction of these superhighways should eliminate 
as much as possible grade crossings of local roads and highways, and of course 
railroads. Where it is felt necessary that traffic on a local highway should be 
permitted to enter or leave the through superhighway, this should be effected 
by means of the so-called cloverleaf intersection. 


HOW TO PAY FOR THE HIGHWAYS 


The superhighways should be paid for by increasing the motor-fuel tax from 
2 cents to 6 cents per gallon on gasoline and from 2 cents to 8 cents per gallon on 
diesel oil. States have been reluctant to increase motor-fuel tax because of the 
competitive position of adjoining States. This is in no way an objection to in- 
creasing the Federal tax. A person now pays about 6 cents per mile for the own- 
ership and operation of a private passenger automobile; however, he pays only 
about one-half cent per mile at the most for roads on which to operate it. Even 
with the increase in motor-fuel tax recommended above, the cost of roads to him 
would not exceed three-quarter cent per mile in any State. When we look at 
this comparison, it is no wonder that road improvement has not kept pace with 
the improvement in automobiles and increased traffic. Certainly we should pay 
more and get better roads. While people may object to paying more for the 
kind of roads we now have; however, I do not believe they would object to pay- 
ing considerably more for the kind of roads recommended herein. 

As for the commercial-type automobiles, they are not now paying anything 
like their proportionate part of the cost of roads, and this is particularly true of 
the heavier ones. Certainly the owners of commercial automobiles have no 
grounds for objection to the recommended increase in motor-fuel tax. The dif- 
ferential in tax on diesel oil has been included in this recommendation because it 
is so obviously justified. However, it is not my intention here to submit recom- 
mendations for legislation that will place upon commercial automobiles their 

air share of the expense of constructing and maintaining our highways. That 
is a complex matter and should be dealt with as a separate subject. It is, how- 
ever, an inequity which should be given attention at an early date. 

I do not feel that we should borrow money to construct or maintain our high- 
ways. This is a re-occurring expense and will be with us long beyond the foresee- 
able future. Rather than borrow money to take care of this, we should adjust 
the incoming revenue upward to a point where it will supply adequate funds. 
Let’s pay as we go. 

Yours very truly, 
E. J. BUNCH. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 


February 14, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHATRMAN: Enclosed is a letter and enclosure I have received 
from Mr. Roy H. Harrop, attorney at law, 1822 Emmet Street, Omaha 10, Nebr., 
which is forwarded for your attention. 

With kind regards and best wishes to you, I am 

Sincerely, 
Wo. LANGER. 


OMAHA, NEsR., January 22, 1955. 
Hon. WILttAM LANGER, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BROTHER LANGER: I have been informed by the supreme council of the 
United Commercial Travelers that you are a member of Council No. 325 in the 
State of North Dakota. I am a member of Omaha Council 688 in the State of 
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Nebraska. Also note that you are a member of the Public Works Committee. It 
might be interesting to you to know that the following Senators are also UCT 
members: Alexander Wiley, Wisconsin No. 325; Wm. Fulbright, Arkansas No 
167; John McClellan, Arkansas No. 167; William Springer, Illinois No. 478; 
Robert S. Kerr, Oklahoma No. 70; Bourke Hickenlooper, lowa No. 161; Wayne 
L. Morse, Oregon No. 681; Richard B. Russell, Georgia No. 416; John Bricker 
Ohio No. 1. 

The Omaha UCT News in November 194 carried a story about a plan provid 
ing for an adequate national highway system the taxpayers can afford. The 
proposed bill providing for such a highway system was proposed by the con 
mittee on highways of the Utah State Federation of Labor and also endorsed 
by the Nebraska State Federation of Labor and Omaha Council of the UCT, and 
many prominent individuals both members and nonmembers of the United Com 
mercial Travelers. Traveling men especially are interested in some plan that 
will give us immediate relief from our congested highways, provide greater 
safety, also as a national defense measure which would give at least 5 million 
men, now unemployed throughout the Nation, jobs, and take us out of the busi 
ness slump we are presently in which is caused by the lack of sufficient money 
and credit. 

Enclosed you will find a copy of the article published in the UCT News, a copy 
of the proposed bill, and an open letter to the President, all of which is self 
explanatory, and we would appreciate the great favor you can render the United 
Commercial Travelers organization if you could get this article, as published by 
the Omaha UCT News, printed in the Congressional Record. Also enclosed an 
editorial from the Omaha World-Herald which opposed the Clay highway plan 
Have also noted considerable opposition to this plan in the Congress. Perhaps 
if our plan could be brought to the attention of the Congress they could find 
something good in this plan that could be used in drawing a new bill which 
would embody the financing plan as offered by the Utah State Federation of 
Labor bill. 

Would appreciate your assistance in this matter. With kindest regards and 
best wishes, I am 

Fraternally yours, 
Roy M. Harrop. 


A PLAN PROVIDED FOR AN ADEQUATE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM THI 
TAXPAYERS CAN AFFORD 


(As reported by A. E. Schroeder, editor of the Omaha UCT News) 


We say the United Commercial Travelers should petition Congress to repeal 
Federal gas tax and build highways with interest-free certificates. 

There is a great deal of activity for better highways: polls taken and road 
maps on super highways published in the papers. But actually not much is being 
accomplished. Why? What is holding up the job? Money. Why money? 

The Nation’s motor vehicle operators were tapped for more than $214 billion 
dollars in taxes last year. Salesmen, because their profession calls for much car 
travel, paid a disproportionate share of this tax. 

The average State tax was 5.1 cents a gallon this vear compared with 4.83 in 
1952. 

Vehicles registered numbered 81,000,000. Twenty States reported more than a 
million vehicles. California led the field with 5,504,431. New York and Penn- 
sylvania were second and third with 4,176,495 and 3,419,942, respectively. 

The highway needs for Nebraska are estimated at $235 million, State Engineer 
L. N. Rees told Nebraska equipment dealers. Roy M. Harrop, Omaha attorney 
and booster for a highway system to be constructed without direct tax or bond 
issues, Says the proposed adequate National Highway System would afford 
Nebraska a pro rata share from the proposed Congressional grant of over $350 
million. 

CONGRESS CAN AND SHOULD REPEAL FEDERAL GAS AND OIL TAXES 


The Government receives approximately $900 million a year from Federal gas 
and oil taxes. Congress should repeal this law and order our Government to issue 
$25 billion of currency (United States notes) to build a State and Federal 
national highway system. That would give each State in our Nation roads and 
we could all easily pay for them as we use them over a long period of time with 
the money saved from the gas and oil taxes. That’s what makes it self- 
liquidating. 
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PROPOSED BILL 


Enabling Congress to authorize the building of an adequate national super- 
highway system, and to direct the issuance of legal tender currency in the amount 
of $25 billion for the establishment of a revolving fund to pay for the building 
and maintenance of a national multiple-lane highway system; to create a Board 
of National Highway Management, setting forth the scope and manner of the 
Board's operations and the power and duties of other persons charged with the 
construction and maintenance of the National Highway System; to provide for a 
“use toll” method of collecting the toll and disbursing the moneys so collected ; 
providing for the retirement of the non-interest-bearing Government and State 
bonds issued in the system of financing; repeal of the Federal gas and oil tax, 
and for other related purposes. 

The authority to use an issue of United States legal tender currency in the 
building of a national highway system is established in the Constitution and 
Supreme Court decisions. We are suggesting such a plan because: (1) The 
Nation is in desperate need of an adequate highway system to meet the needs of 
present-day transportation. (2) The Nation’s economy is threatened by excessive 
taxation. (38) The Nation’s and the States’ bonded indebtedness must be low- 
ered—not increased. (4) Congress has the power to issue the money for the 
building of a national highway system and should do so. 

Today we manufacture hundreds of articles not known in trade a few years 
igo. That means the medium of exchange used in trade and commerce must be 
greatly expanded, Interest on the dollars created to support the increased trade 
places a hidden tax upon every article we buy. This interest-tax must, of course, 
be added to the cost of the commodities when purchased. And, the higher the 
prices are the higher the interest-taxes will be. It becomes a vicious cycle. The 
penalty we pay for uncontrolled hidden taxes becomes a surplus, warehoused, 
of goods and services, which the consumer cannot buy. 


OUR MONEY SYSTEM OUTMODED 


But do you realize that in order to sustain that high production it was nec- 
essary for private individuals to borrow and to buy on the installment plan an 
additional $72 billion in that 3-year period. That $72 billion of new borrowed 
purchasing power was like a snowball of dollar bills gathered up and used to 
take an equivalent of profitmaking off the market. Then there were other mil- 
lions of dollars the Federal Government borrowed to take excess farm commodi- 
ties off the market, which have not been consumed, but constitute a serious back- 
log. What does that prove and what does it mean in our national economy? 
Well, it proves that we cannot lift ourselves out of the muck and mire of too 
much production and too little earned purchasing power, caused by the outmoded 
bonding and taxing system to keep the economy balanced. 

Our present money system, medium of exchange based upon a borrowing debt 
and used for building public projects, is antiquated. With industry producing 
more and more goods with improved machines and with less and ever less manual 
labor, it behooves our Nation to issue its own constitutional money for our medi- 
um of exchange, to pay for labor and material on self-liquidating State and 
Federal public projects. Thus, keeping down unemployment and keeping up 
purchasing power used to produce business profits. 

There are two monetary needs to be served in our free enterprise system. The 
one is for ordinary banking credit dollars to serve individual purposes. The 
other is for legal tender currency issued by the constitutional power of our Con- 
gress and paid into circulation for value received in the building of self-liquidat- 
ing State and Federal public projects. The first medium of exchange serves all 
business ventures and personal needs for credit. The latter will serve the society 
as a whole and make it possible to build an adequate State by State built 
national highway system. Do it now—when the need is so great. 

We ask the people of the United States to join this nationwide selling cam- 
paign: to get this Nation out of a business depression that perils our security. 
Ask Congress to issue $25 billion, build national highways, provide 5,000,000 jobs 
for our unemployed, necessary consumer purchasing power for labor, agriculture, 
industry, trade and commerce, and sustain markets under the American free 
enterprise system. 

We want our readers to write their respective governors and their United 
States Senators and Representatives demanding that as servants of the people 
of this Nation the plan for an adequate National Highway as advocated in this 
publication, originating in the committee on highways of the Utah State Federa- 
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tion of Labor, be adopted, without interest-bearing debt, but with repeal of all 
Federal gasoline taxes and repeal of excise taxes on oi) 

Our proposed bill, providing for an adequate national highway system, should 
be in the hands of every voter in the Nation, and those who favor its enactment 
should so notify their Congressmen. Copies will be mailed upon request by any 
of the following addresses. 

We will mail anyone upon request our bill to Congress proposing a State and 
Federal national highway system the taxpayers can afford. Please provide for 
mailing costs. Send your request to: 

Committee on Adequate Highways, Utah State Federation of Labor, Salt 
Lake City 1, Utah. 

Lester O. Wisler, editor, Money, Banks and Taxes, Oakland 1, Calif 

Roy M. Harrop, attorney, 1822 Emmet Street, Omaha, Nebr. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
February 23, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR DENNIS: Enclosed is a letter which I have just received from Mr. S. W. 
Thompson, State highway commissioner of North Dakota, in which he points out 
how certain features of the Federal Highway Act in his opinion need clarifi- 
eation. 

Mr. Thompson is a very substantial and reliable public official. I am thoroughly 
in accord with his thinking on the necessity of clarifying what is meant by “local 
officials” as well as the possible cancellation of public hearings which apparently 
have little if any value in final determination of bypasses. 

Should any legislation concerning the Federal Highway Act be considered by 
your committee during this session of Congress, I would appreciate it if you 
would make Mr. Thompson’s letter a part of the record. 

With warmest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
MILTON R. YOuNG. 


NorTH DAKOTA STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., February 18, 1955. 
Hon. MILTon R. YOUNG, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR: Thanks for your letter of February 14, enclosing copy of 
a letter from Mr. Curtis of the Bureau of Public Roads to you, dated February 
9, 1955. 

I believe we have presented the case to Mr. Curtis as well as it can be done 
and it is not difficult to see his side of the picture. We shall let the matter rest 
there for the time being and see what develops. 

I have just written Mr. A. E. Johnson, executive secretary of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials with reference to two matters contained 
in H. R. 234 known as the Federal-aid Highway Act. The executive committee 
of the national association will be in Washington to testify in connection with 
this bill and I thought they might be interested in discussing briefly with the 
committee some sections of the act which to us seem to be objectionable. I have 
reference to sections 103, 104, and 105 where it is not clear what is meant by 
“local officials.” This is the matter I wrote you about on February 10. 

The second matter which I failed to mention in my letter to you concerns 
section 119 which requires us to hold a public hearing when we bypass a city or 
town. This is a part of the old act and has no value. It is a nuisance. Under 
the law we must hold a hearing by posting notices, etc., but all we are required 
to do was to certify to the Bureau that the hearing was held. The results of the 
hearing mean nothing. It merely affords a medium by which people are stirred 
up in an effort to find objections to something which had not occurred to them 
before, and does not make it necessary for us to pay any attention to the objec- 
tions. Surely it would be impossible for our department, or any other depart- 
ment, to build a road that would satisfy everyone. It would seem that we must 
have the authority to determine where the road should go with the consent of 
the Bureau of Public Roads. 
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In this connection it might also be well to note that it is the purpose of the 
interstate system to bypass all towns. If that is to be the policy why, then, 
should we have to have hearings for the sole purpose of stirring up local strife? 
It would seem to us that this section could very well be deleted from the bill. 

Very truly yours, 
S. W. THOMPSON, 
State Highway Commissioner. 


FLORIDA Moror Court ASSOCIATION, 


Orlando, Fla., February 28, 1955. 
Hon. GEeorGE SMATHERS, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear GreorGeE: After writing you on February 15, the president of our associa- 
tion returned from Washington with copies of the 10-year national highway pro- 
gram and other information about the many highway bills now pending. 

However, I certainly appreciate the material you sent and the interest you 
showed regarding the facts and effects any highway program would have on 
Florida's economy. 

It would seem that basically, the national highway program is sound, especially 
with the idea to build an interstate system of highways of such standards, so 
that 20 years from now, by the control of business and access, the highways will 
remain with the times. Such a highway program would have a settling-down 
effect on practically every industry in Florida. The real-estate business and 
every city are always topsy-turvy because of possible highway changes and 
movements of land values, etc. 

Even the motel industry will remain an unsteady business venture because 
permanent motel areas cannot be built because of many changes in the primary 
highways that are moved because roadside business and traffic congestion creates 
the need to relocate highways even before physical deficiencies would have made 
a relocation necessary. 

There are several important points in the national highway program which 
should receive your attention, and I would like to know how you feel on some 
of these items. 

One is section 207, page 20 of the national highway program introduced on 
February 22, 1955: “Credits for existing roads and toll roads.” This section 
provides that States be reimbursed for toll roads, and paragraph ¢ provides that 
States that build toll roads in the future which fit in with the interstate system 
be reimbursed in full for the highway costs. 

I would like to quote Andrew Sordoni, president of AAA, which represents over 
4 million motorists: “Toll roads foist the entire cost of such interestate systems 
on highway users, which is patently inequitable. The proposed bill would 
encourage States to build more toll roads instead of less.” 

Such a proposal would be unfair and unreasonable double taxation of those 
who use the Interstate System. A motorist pays 9 cents a gallon tax for gasoline 
in Florida. A toll-road user in Florida would pay 1.4 cents a mile or 21 cents a 
gallon, if his automobile ran 15 miles per gallon. That’s 30 cents a gallon tax to 
ride toll roads. Of the 21 cents, 4 to 5 cents goes to maintain toll gates, personnel, 
ete., and 6 to 7 cents to interest payments, which leaves only a small amount to 
actually build the highway. 

We feel you will oppose any toll-road section of any highway bill in Congress 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) Pen, 
(Typed) J. PENDLETON GAINES, 
Erecutive Vice President. 


The CuatrmMan. The committee is adjourned. 


(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the committee was adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 11, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Wash ington, D.¢@. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez (chairman), Gore (presiding), Thur- 
mond, McNamara, Neuberger, Martin, Case, and Kuchel. 

Also present : Senator Hruska. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is pleased to have before it this morning Gen. Lucius 
D. Clay. General Clay, before your statement, I wish to take this 
opportunity to express my personal gratitude to you for the devoted 
and patriotic service you have rendered your country, not only in the 
military but as a citizen, and, in this particular instance, in giving of 
your time and your talents without compensation to make a study of 
the Nation’s highway problems. 

Whether this committee or individual members of it will agree in all 
details with your recommendations is beside the point. It does not mar 
our appreciation for your talents and your effort and your contribu- 
tion; and the committee welcomes you and would be pleased now to 
hear whatever statement you desire or will be willing to submit to us. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. LUCIUS D. CLAY, CHAIRMAN, PRESIDENT’S 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON A NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


General Ciay. Thank you very much indeed, Mr. Chairman. Last 
September, the President asked me to head up a committee to study a 
National highway improvement program and to present to him our 
recommendations for such a program, 

Our committee consisted, besides myself, of Mr. Sloan Colt of New 
York, financier and president of the Bankers’ Trust Co.; Mr. Stephen 
D. Bechtel of San Francisco, who is the head of a large construction 
company, which is not identified with road construction; Mr. W. A. 
Roberts, president of Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co. of Milwau- 
kee, Wisc.; and Mr. Dave Beck of the International Teamsters Union. 

After we were organized, we held hearings at which we asked all 
interested parties to appear to present their views as to what could 
and should be done to develop a road system. 

As a result of these hearings, Mr. Chairman, we became convinced, 
first, that our present highway system had not kept pace with the 
growth of the automobile in this country, and, secondly, that the im- 
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mediate plans for construction would not only not keep pace with the 
present demands, but would be entirely inadequate for the anticipated 
growth of traffic if the present trend in that growth continues. 

As a result, we came to a definite cone ‘lusion that an integrated pro- 
gram was essential. We believed that the Bureau of Public Roads had 
made the most comprehensive survey of highway needs in this country 
that had ever been undertaken in cooperation with all the State high- 
way organizations; and it was from this study that we developed the 
basic facts which lead to our conclusions. 

This study was based on, first, designing for the first time a highway 
system of national importance e, which would meet the needs of traffic 
as estimated 20 years from now, instead of today; and, second, how 
much would it cost to provide that system within the next 10 years. 

The total cost of that system was staggering. It represented approx- 
imately $101 billion. Under the normal Federal-aid program plus the 
work that is done on their own by States and local representatives, it 
appeared quite likely that some $47 billion 

Senator Marrin. Mr. Chairman, do you want General Clay to go 
through his statement, or shall we ask questions as he goes on? 

Senator Gore. I would let-General Clay be the judge. I think he 
might like to make a general statement, since he is speaking without 
notes, and then have the questions. 

(Thereupon, there was a brief discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. Please proceed, General. 

General Ciay. Of this total of $101 billion under present planning, 
it would appear that $47 billion of this work would be done within the 
next 10 years, 

This would leave a deficit of $54 billion to provide a highway system 
deemed by engineers to be capable of meeting the demands of traffic 
at the time the system was completed. 

We looked at this program very carefully to determine what the 
degree of Federal interest should be, because this $101 billion includes 
city streets of all types and kinds and many roads which are not now 
included in any Federal programs. 

We came up from that study with these conclusions: (1) That the 
present Federal program under which you have had your primary 
and secondary roads should be continued at the present level, which 
level is the highest ever reached in the history of our Government. 

(2) The present Federal aid to the smaller urban centers not on the 
Interstate System should be continued, and (3), the present Federal 
aid for the forest highways should be continued. 

We then reached the further conclusion that the most important 
national system was the so-called Interstate System which Congress 
had authorized to be built in 1944 to connect all of our principal cities 
throughout the country. 

The completion of this system would cost approximately $23 billion. 
This system comprises some 37,600 miles of a 40,000-mile authoriza- 
tion for the total Interstate System. This system carries approxi- 
mately one-seventh of all our traffic; serves 65 percent of our urban 
population ; and 55 percent of our rural population. 

To make that system fully effective, it requires better connections 
with our more important and larger concentrations of population. To 
provide these arterial connections, we estimated an additional cost of 
$4 billion, making the total cost of this system $27 billion. 
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We believe that the States and local communities should continue 
to provide the same amount of money that they provide under the 
present act of Congress, which would be about 82 billion, leaving ap 
proximately $25 billion to be borne by the Federal Government over 
a 10-year period. 

This would give us for the first time a national — k constructed 
to modern standards, designed to meet the traflic of 1975, to be com 
pleted in 1965, and to be constructed with a minimum life of 30 years. 

In addition, this system would be, in the areas where trafic demands 
it, a fully controlled-access system to provide maximum utilization 
with minimum loss of lifeand injury. It would provide rights-of-way 
to permit limited access to be applied throughout the full length if an id 
when traffic conditions permit, recognizing fully that in some areas 
traffic conditions do not warrant fully controlled access at this time. 

Our next problem was what we would recommend as to how the 
money could be raised to support such a program. It was our view 
that deficit financing was not the approach, that since this was a capi 
tal investment, and since there was a highway users’ tax, we would 
take a look at it to see if the highway users’ tax could be used to pay 
for this capital investment; and we found that by projecting the in- 
come from gasoline and diesel oil over a 30-year period, it would meet 
the present expenditures of the Federal Government for Federal pri- 
mary, aid-to-forest highways, aid to smaller urban areas, and the Fed- 
eral secondary system, and at the same time would provide for a bond 
issue and servicing this bond issue to provide the $25 billion over the 
10-year period, with the bonds being retired over a 30-year period. 

We base this on estimates of revenue roughly increasing by 3 per- 

cent a year, which is in fact about 1 percent less than the same esti- 

mates that were used by the Treasury Department in computing the 
revenues from these sources; and if our figures stand up, at 3 percent a 
year increase, we could do all these expe enditures and still be able to 
issue and service these bonds. 

To us this seemed a more conservative way of doing it than by add- 
ing to the national debt and doing it from general revenue, which 
might or might not be liquidated or reduced over the period, whereas 
under this particular type and kind of financing it would guarantee 
that the roads would be paid for and the bonds retired, during their 
useful life by the gasoline tax paid by those who would use these roads 
and highways. 

In looking at this fund, and as to our compelling reasons, I think 
they were really fourfold. I believe that a total bearing of the cost 
by the Federal Government with the exception of the r rather minor 
amount to be contributed by the States as they are now doing, was 
justified because these roads have been certified as necessary to national 
defense and were originally laid out and were authorized to be laid out 
by the Congress to meet national-defense needs and requirements. 

Second, they are extremely urgent to the civil-defense program for 
the evacuation of our cities. Third, they are an important factor to 
our total economic life. They provide a system for the carrying of 
interstate traflic and to service an industry, which has become the very 
largest industry in our country, which directly or indirectly gives em- 
ployment to one-seventh of our population, and an industry which 
must be maintained at a high rate of progress if our national economy 
is to stay at a high rate of progress. 
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Fourth, and most important though, I think to us was, if I may use 
the word, the social aspect of the automobile, and its use, because it 
has become a very essential part of American family life. 

One has only to visit our factories to know that our workers go to 
work in automobiles from long distances In many cases. We see our 
children going to schoo] either in school buses or being transported in 
the automobiles of their parents. 

You only have to go down the improved highways, and see the shop- 
ping centers that have developed to know how the housewife is using 
them for shopping; and I think ,that you only have to visit in parks 
and national recreation areas to know that the automobile has become 
an integral part of the recreational life of each and every American 
family. 

For that reason, I believe that this system is justified as a Federal 
expenditure. We recommended definitely that the Government under- 
write the completion of the Interstate System so that it could be com- 
pleted within a 10-year period with arterial connections to our im- 
portant urban centers, while carrying on all of the other aspects of 
road work which has been a part of the national program in the past. 

We believed it would be a great contribution—safety of travel, to 
the effectiveness of travel on our highways, and to our total national 
economy—and that it is a capital investment justified by the returns 
which it would bring to the American people, not just in the savings 
and operating costs, which are estimated in themselves sufficient to 
pay the entire costs, not just in the savings in human lives and in- 
juries, and we know that properly designed roads reduce the accident 
factor to one-fourth of what it is on improperly designed roads, but 
also recognizing and giving full appreciation to the part that the au- 
tomobile plays in the daily life of almost every American citizen. 

We have complete confidence in the ability of the market to absorb 
these bonds at a slightly greater interest rate than that of general 
revenue bonds. We have ‘complete confidence in the Treasury De- 
partment being able to market these bonds without interfering in any 
way with the marketing of Government securities. 

For this reason, we “submitted our recommendations to the Presi- 
dent, and he in turn sent them to the Congress, accompanied by his 
own message, in which he pointed out that he was inclined to the view- 
point that our way of financing was the sound way. 

He did not commit himself as to that being the only way of finane- 
ing. I think that that would conclude the statement that I would like 
to make at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

I would much rather be available for questions and attempt to 
answer any that you may have 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, General. We have listened with interest 
to your statement. The Chairman has a commitment to the gentleman 
on my right, so he will be recognized first. 

Senator Marry. I will defer to General Thurmond. He is an 
active general, and I am a retired general. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin, no, you proceed. 

Senator Martin. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. General 
Clay, you stated the total cost—that is local, State, and Federal—will 
be $101 billion, and I wanted to ask this, because you have an excep- 


tionally fine committee that know the finances of our country, and 
so on. 
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Is that based on present costs or are you contemplating the poss 
bility of additional inflation, which would cut down the value of 
the dollar? 

General Ciay. The $101 billion estimate, Senator Martin, is based 
on present costs. There are no provisions in that estimate for increased 
costs which would result from inflation. 

I happen to be, and all of our committee happen to be, of the opinion 
that iis is not necessary, and we have every confidence that we 
are not going to have an inflationary period during the next 10 years 
or during the life of this project ; certainly not a serious inflation. 

Senator Martin. For the benefit of our children and grandchildren, 
I hope we have inflation curbed. 

General, did you take into consideration that, of course, this will 
make a much greater program than we had anticipated, and will that 
greater program make the cost greater because it will be necessary 
for contractors to purchase more machinery, hire additional men that 
are not so well acquainted with the work ¢ 

Did you take that into consideration: that that might be an addi- 
tional cost ? 

General Cray. I think on the contrary it will reduce the cost. I 
think an integrated program in which the States can know for several] 
years ahead what they are going to do will reduce costs—it can be 
announced, and contractors will know what their prospects are, so they 
will buy machinery accordingly. 

They will be able to use their machinery and keep it busy over a 
longer period of time. My opinion is that if this program gets under- 
way, there will actually be a lessening rather than an increase in the 
cost of construction. 

Senator Martin. I think that is a sound appraisal myself, but I 
wondered what your thought was on the matter. 

You mentioned a moment ago that there would be a $47 billion 
deficit in this building program at the end of the 10-year program. 
What did you mean by that? 

General Cray. $54 billion was the deficit, sir. The $47 billion was 
what would be done. 

Senator Martin. Yes. 

General Cray. If the engineers are correct, and I believe that they 
are, that this $101 billion is what we really need to fully meet the 
demands of traffic, and that $47 billion is going to be avail: ible to build 
your system, then you are going to be $ 554 billion behind at the end 
of this 10-year period. 

In my own view, it is probable that we will be further behind than 
that, because I think that in building these piecemeal systems, we 
ac tually waste a lot of money. 

Senator Martin. There is no question about that. 

A moment ago you mentioned the proportion or percentage of the 
traffic of the different systems that we have that would be on the 
Interstate System. 

Could you repeat that again? I tried to get those figures, and I 
am afraid I missed them. 

General Cray. It carries approximately 20 percent of the total 
traffic; that is, this 37,600 miles carries approximately 20 percent of 
the traffic that uses our more than 3,300,000 miles; so proportionally, 
this does carry a most traffic of our entire highway system. 
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Senator THurmonp. What percentage did you say ‘ 

General Cray. Approximately 20 percent of the total traffic is ear- 
ried on the Interstate System. 

Senator Martin. That is all I have to ask just now, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you very much, You are very kind. 

Senator Gore. General Clay, on yesterday I found myself using 
most of the time questioning Secretary Weeks. I am going to reverse 
that tod: Ys and take what 1s left over, after the other members have 
asked any questions they may have in mind. I hope you will think 
that is no indication of the questions I have in mind, but I think in 
fairness toward the other members of the committee who want to ask 
questions I will wait until they finish. 

Senator Trurmonp. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that this com- 
mittee is greatly honored today in having such a distinguished Amer- 
ican present to testify before it. In 1950 T was chairman of the South- 
ern Governors’ Conference. I invited General Clay down to speak 
to the members of the conference, and he made a great impression on 
the southern governors. I look upon him as one of America’s great 
citizens today, not only as a general, but as a statesman and a fine 
patriotic man. 

I want to say that it is an unusual pleasure for this committee to 
have him here today, and I want to express my appreciation for his 
coming. 

General Clay, I don’t have very many questions. I think you al- 
ready covered the questions that ‘I would have asked you. I might 

say this: That it is my opinion that most members of this committee 
are in accord with the need and the necessities for an Interstate Sys- 
em. 

Someone has suggested that possibly it might be better to call it a 
system of defense ‘roads, i in order to relieve any tension that might be 
brought about by building the system through a virgin area, and de- 
parting from the present system, which I feel is adv isable. 

I was just wondering if you had given any thought to that or do 
you feel that it is better | just to place it in the category of highways for 
commercial travel or for interstate commerce ¢ 

General CLay. Senator, we have pointed out in our report that the 
Defense Department has designated these roads as essential to national 
defense, and we are strongly of the opinion that the network is vitally 
important to civil defense. 

Personally, I go much stronger than that. I think they are roads 
for survival. I think not only are they necessary for our defense 
needs, but for our whole economic future. I do not separate the two. 
I think that a sound and going and viable economy needs that just as 
much as anything else. So far as I am concerned, anything you do 
to the road system is essential to national defense, and I think we 
have got to have adequate highway systems if we are really to survive 
asa people witha viable, growing economy. 

Senator Tuurmonp. In this day of airborne armies, is not every 
foot of every State of this country a frontier, so to speak ? 

General Cray. I think that is doubly true when you consider the 
civil-defense aspect, when we know we could have an attack by an 
enemy with atomic or nuclear weapons, and the movement of the rescue 
equipment, and people into the cities might make the difference be- 
tween hundreds of thousands of lives being saved or lost. 
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I think we know that highways are essential to the movement of 
defense goods and supplies and materials. If and when we really 
need them, all of our transportation together will be sorely taxed to 
meet the requirements from almost any aspect that you can think of. 

So on almost any aspect that you can think of these roads are vital 
to national defense. 

Senator THurmMonp. In the event of atomic or nuclear attack would 
not a system of roads of this kind be essential to evacuate the civilian 
population from the target areas / 

General Cray. Without this system, evacuation would be almost 
impossible. Even with this system completed, it would still be a very, 
very difficult job; but with this system and with the arterial connec 
tions which are proposed to be a part of the system, we will certainly 
be able to do many, many times as effective a job as we could do at the 
present. 

Senator THurmonp. If this system of roads had no other purpose 
than to provide security and protection to the American people in the 
event this country is attacked, would it not be worthwhile and should 
it not be constructed ? 

General Cray. Purely from national defense, I think this road 
network is entirely justified; yes, sir. On the other hand, I had to 
express it that way because I also think it is necessary for our economic 
well-being and for that reason it is equally essential. 

Senator Martin. Senator Thurmond, would you yield there for 
just a minute ? 

Senator THurmonp. Yes. 

Senator Martin. I was, of course, very much interested in these 
things, having been a governor; but it is my recollection that the 
underground security that we were figuring on for our various cities 
would cost as much as this system and would not be as good protection 
as this road program provides. That is my recollection, because I went 
into that thing, being governor of a large State were we had 2 of the 
first 12 cities in population. It is my recollection that it would cost 
more than this system; that is, I mean the Federal end of the system. 

Senator THurmonp. General Clay, would you care to express an 
cpinion as to whether or not it is possible and more practical to evacu- 
ate the population than to provide greater protection for them ? 

General Cray. At the present time, underground protection within 
the impact area of a bomb is absolutely impracticable and impossible. 
Underground protection against radium fallouts is possible and can 
be had fairly reasonably, but that is outside your center of impact. 
Within your center of impact you have either got to move the people 
out or else you have got to go in there and save what you can, if you 
haven’t been able to move them out in the event such an attack does 
occur. There is no other answer, except evacuation. 

Senator THurmonp. Would it be possible with the present road sys- 
tem in the United States to move them out and evacuate them promptly 
in the event an attack were imminent ? 

Senator Cray. In very few places. Certain areas, Senator, have 
moved ahead—Los Angeles, Detroit, a few places have moved ahead— 
with arterial connections which would enable them to do a fairly de- 
cent job. But they are the exceptions which prove the rule, rather 
than the rule. 
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Senator THurmonp. Aside, now, from the defense angle, do you 
feel that from an economic standpoint this country could afford not 
to build this system of roads? 

Senator Cray. I think it would be the greatest mistake ever made 
if we did not now plan within a definite ‘period of time to complete 
the Interstate System to more modern standards. 

It would be an economic folly to fail to do so, in my opinion. 
Senator Tuurmonp. If we failed to build this system of roads, 
would we not be jeopardizing thousands of lives and many more thou- 
sands of persons who would be injured on the highways because of 

the lack of safety measures? 

General Ciay. It has been demonstrated, Senator, that a controlled 
access, modern standard highway will reduce accidents to about one- 
fourth of what they are on present roads. Therefore, the saving of 
lives and the reduction of accidents and even the financial saving in 
the eventual reduction of insurance premiums would be very large 
indeed. 

Senator THurmonp. Therefore, from the standpoint of the national 
defense of the country, from the standpoint of the economic welfare 
of the country, from the standpoint of the safety of life and preventing 
injuries in the future, it is your opinion that ‘this system of roads is 
not only desirable but essential, i is that correct? 

General Cray. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurmonb. General, the queestion of finance has been 
raised, and I believe that is going to be one of the greatest bones of 
contention with differences of opinion which will arise all the time, 
possibly more than on any other one issue. 

Did your committee give consideration to any other means of finance 
than the issuing of these bonds? The chief complaint, I don’t mind 
telling you, that I have heard, is the large amount of interest that 
would be paid over the years. What amount of interest did your 
committee estimate would be required to finance it? 

General Cray. Three percent, which is slightly higher than the 
interest on general revenue bonds. 

Senator THurmonp. In dollars and cents, how much would it be? 

General Ciay. It would be approximately, Senator a little over 
$11 billion over the 30-year period. 

Senator Tuurmonp. In interest? 

Genera] Cray. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. Did your committee give consideration to any 
other system by which we ‘might be able to eliminate some of this 
interest and reduce that terrific carrying charge ? 

General Ciay. Yes, sir. We at first. of course, considered what this 
would mean if done from the annual income. Obviously, it would 
increase the deficit by that amount of money, and that means that it 
in turn would go into the national debt, and again, you would have 
an interest charge, perhaps one-fourth of a percent less, but never- 
theless almost as large as the interest charge which is mentioned here. 

If you did it by increasing the statutor y national debt limit you 
would get a slightly lesser interest charge. On the other hand, you 
would not guarantee its repayment or its liquidation from the high- 
way users’ tax over the life of the project. 

There is a possibility that this could be done by toll roads, and after 
a very careful consideration of that possibility, we reached the con- 
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clusion that only a very limited part of it was financially feasible from 
a toll road viewpoint, ‘and in addition we doubted ve ry much the wis 
dom of recommending that the Federal Government enter into toll 
road projects as such. 

That is particularly true in many of the States where there are no 
parallel roads to this system. It was our opinion that in no cireum 
stance should toll roads be provided except for luxury trans portation, 
where there are parallel roads which were providing free service to the 
people who desired it. 

Therefore, an overall toll road project did not seem feasible. 
Frankly, it got down to, in our minds, whether we would recommend 
general revenue bonds or bonds supported by the gas tax, and the latter 
seemed the more conservative to us, so we recommended that method. 

Senator THurmonp. If general revenue bonds were issued, the rate 
of interest would be somewhat cheaper, would it not / 

General Ciay. Yes, sir; it would be perhaps one-fourth of a percent 
cheaper. 

Senator TutrmMonp. Did your committee reach the decision that the 
bonds which would be issued under the system were to be obligations 
of the United States Government ? 

General Cray. Our committee recommended that the bonds be gen- 
eral revenue bonds, but that the Congress express its intent of making 
available for the payment of the bonds those funds which it received 
from the gas tax in excess of other expenditures. 

That differs somewhat from the recommendation which the Presi 
dent made in his message, in which, I believe, he refers to a dedicated 
tax which would provide for the actual payment of the gasoline tax 
into the Treasury, where it would be held for the corporation over and 
above those amounts authorized by the Congress for other purposes. 

This would be available to pay the interest and to retire the bonds 
from a trust fund held by the Secretary of the Treasury for that pur- 
pose. Asa dedicated tax it has the advantage, of course, in being more 
specific in stating where the revenues would come from. Actually, I 
do not believe that it makes the bonds any more salable. I think per- 
haps if they were paid from general revenue with the intent of Con- 
gress announced to make available the amounts from the gasoline 
tax, the bonds would be even more readily salable. 

In addition to th: at, there is authority requested to authorize the 
borrowing of not to exceed $5 billion outstanding at any one time 
from the Tre: asury to meet the obligations which may be due. It was 
our belief, and the belief of the people we discussed this with in a 
financial world, that this would make the bonds more salable and at : 
very small difference in interest from the regular Treasury bed, 
Without that, it would be much harder. 

Senator Trrvrwonp. Under this circumstance, I believe the 2-cent 
gasoline tax would be pledged to the payment of the bonds, is that 
correct ? 

General Cray. Under that circumstance, the Secretary of the 
Treasury would be authorized to hold that revenue over and above 
the amounts appropriated by Congress for other purposes, to pay for 
the bonds. 

Senator THurmonp. How much additional would be required, say, 
per year over and above the 2-cent gasoline tax to finance this road 
system ? 
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General CLay. Do you mean, Senator, to finance it on a pay-as-you- 
go basis ? 

Senator Tuurmonp. Yes. 

General Cray. We considered that, too, Senator. I think the figure 
was about 4 cents. It just about trebled the Federal gasoline tax to do 
it on a pay-as-you-go basis in the life of the project. The reason we 
didn’t do that was because of the historic relationship of the Federal 
gasoline tax to the State gasoline tax and the fact that the State gaso- 
Tine taxes are bei ‘ing raised constantly; that the States are looking for 
the gasoline tax from which to provide their share of the expenditures, 
and also, the well-known desire of the States to have the 2-cent Fed- 
eral tax returned to them. 

In view of that, we felt that to recommend an increase in the Fed- 
eral gasoline tax would simply result in decreasing the revenues avail- 
able to the States, and would not give you more roads in the long run. 

It would give you more roads financed by the Federal Government, 
but it would decrease substantially the number of roads financed by 
the States and it would not give you anywhere near the effect in dollars 
that comes from the Federal gasoline tax. 

Senator Trurmonp. Did your committee conclude that this system 
of roads, if built, would be a new system of roads, possibly build 
through virgin areas, more or less, or an expansion of the present 
system ¢ 

General Cray. In theory, it is an expansion of the present systems, 
Senator; but when the State highway departments get down to really 
design these roads with the desirability of getting controlled access 
where rights-of-way are not prohibitive, also considering the desira- 
bility of getting proper grades and curves, I have a feeling that a very 
substantial amount of this program will actually be new roads. That 
will vary State by State. 

In the less populated States, I would think that the relocation prob- 
lems would be very much less than in the heavier populated States, 
but the very nature of the program is such that in my opinion it would 
require a great deal of new road construction, and that that would be 
the cheaper way to do it. 

Senator THurmonp. Under this proposed system, the States would 
determine the exact location of the roads within the State, subject to 
the approval of the Bureau of Public Roads here in Washington, after 
consulting the Defense Department officials; is that approximately 
correct ? 

General Cray. As a matter of fact, the control points have already 
been established for 37,600 miles of this 40,000-mile network, so that 
the cities which the roads connect have been determined. They are 
known. 

The actual routes between those cities would be determined by the 
detailed studies of the State highway departments as approved by the 
Bureau of Public Roads in consultation with the Defense Department 
on location and on priority. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Would there be any prohibition against the 
erection of filling stations or other commercial establishments along 
this road system ? 

General Ciay. Yes, sir, or those parts of the system that were desig- 
nated as controlled access, there would have to be limited numbers of 
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filling stations and other service stations along the highway right-of- 
way itself. 

Otherwise, you would completely destroy the capacity of your road. 
It is my understanding that a controlled-access road provides almost 
double the vehicle capacity that a noncontrolled-access road provides. 

We did not attempt to find the answer to that problem in our own 
report other than to say that here was a problem that required a great 
deal of consideration within the States because we think it is a State 
problem, in order to be sure that whatever system is used to determine 
who does build these filling stations and other facilities, it be done on 
a fair and equitable basis and not through the establishment of monop- 
olies. However, large sections of the highway would not need that 
type and kind of ¢ ontrol at this moment. 

The Cnatrman. What about the ones that are there now, that have 
$3,000, $5,000, $10,000 $40,000 invested’. What are you going to do 
with them ¢ 

General Cray. At the moment, Senator, if they are in an area that 
is not designated as a controlled access, I would assume that in the 
State in which they are located they would be permitted to st: iyona 
lease basis, but that the right-of-way which was needed on their 
premises would be acquired. 

The Cuatrrman. Of course, when you are talking about this, you are 
speaking of the big population St: ites ; are you not / 

General Cray. That is right, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And this is a big country, and there are many 
States, the majority of them in fact, that are sparsely populated / 

General Ciay. In many of our Western States, a controlled-access 
road would be unnecessary and, in some instances, even foolish, but 
where it is needed, it should be done. Someday it is going to be needed 
everywhere, and we think it is better to get the rights-of-way right 
now than to wait until they are far more costly. 

The Cyaan. If you are going to get those rights-of-way now, 
are you going to get rid of free highw: ays, as we know them and have 
known them for some 35 or 36 years s/ 

Are you going to get rid of this and have a system where the poor 
farmer 50 miles aw ay from the road will have to go 50 miles away to 
get to the access road and get to the free road ? Are we going to get 
rid of free roads? 

General Ciay. It is not our idea that it would get rid of the free 
access road, but on these main highways, you would limit the access 
where it needed to be limited. 

I do not er in the Western States such a need is imperative at 
the moment. I do think if you failed to get these r ights-of-way now, 
and your roads became so heavily trave led 20 or 25 years from now, 
your property values will have increased so much ma that highway 
that you will pay a tremendous additional amount to obtain the r ights- 
of-way at that time. 

The Cuairman. Do you not agree, General, with this idea that 
roads are built for the service of the people, generally, in the commu- 
nity wherein they are constructed? Isthat not correct ? 

General Cray. I am not too sure that I would agree entirely with 
the entire statement. I certainly agree that they are constructed for 
the benefit of the people. 
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The CHatrman. Are they supposed to be for the tourist who goes 
from Philadelphia to Los eat: without any consideration whatso- 
ever for the people who live in San Jon, N. Mex. 

General Cray. I think there is a joint interest in this Interstate 
System, which warrants it being a national system. Secondly, I do 
not think you can build this system to disregard the rights and customs 
of the local people. 

At the same time, I think you want a system that will accommodate 
reasonably high-speed traffic with reasonable efficienc y, and it seems 
to me that since so much of the choice of roads is left in the hands of 
the States, that they have a tremendous flexibility in adapting their 
own road network within this system to meet their specific needs while 
still serving the general public. 

The Cuairman. If I understood you correctly, each State will be 
empowered and will have the authority to determine rights-of-way, 
locations, and matters of that nature within the State even in the 
Federal system, is that correct ? 

General Ctay. With the approval of the Bureau of Public Roads. 
It is a joint responsibility. 

The Cuairman. Why should the Bureau of Public Roads approve 
where Nebraska wants to locate a road to suit the people of Nebraska ? 

General CLay. Only for this reason: I think that since the Federal 
Government is going to put up 90 percent of the money, they would 
want to be sure they constructed a 400-mile road which would suit 
the purpose rather than a 600-mile road which would cost a good deal 
more money. 

The Cuarrman. Yes,I know, but the system has been since 1916 that 
each State would allocate the money and make the alinements and the 
only matter that the Bureau of Public Roads had any concern with 
or was involved with, was to see that the money that the Federal 
Government contributed was used for that purpose. Is that not 
correct up to the moment, until this new idea has been involved ? 

General Ciay. I think it went further than that because under the 
Interstate System, the final acceptance of the road as a part of the 
Interstate System would rest in the Bureau of Public Roads, 

This bill does not contemplate any change in that existing authority. 

The Cuamrman. Thank you, General. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond, had you finished ? 

Senator TuurmMonp. Yes. Thank you very much, General Clay. It 
isa great pleasure to have you with us. 

General Ciay. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of ques- 
tions. 

To begin with, General, you make quite a distinction between the 
Interstate System and the balance of the road program. I think I 
would like it better, and I think perhaps we would get general accept- 
ance of the program better, if we considered those ‘things separately. 

Actually, except for the Interstate System, the rest of the program 
is about as it is and will continue to be financed and developed in about 
the same manner as it has up to now, is that not correct? 

General Cray. Yes. 

Senator McNamara. So I think it complicates the thing by bring- 
ing * this all in and making a $101 billion program of wh: at is ‘actually 
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a $25 billion program, when you get down to just the interstate part of 
it and since it is largely financed by Federal funds, $25 billion of the 
$27 billion coming from this Federal plan, I like to think of it as being 
a Separate system. 

Much has been made of these highways for evacuation of cities in 
the case of bombings. You mentioned a couple of cities that have 
made some contribution, and I am quite familiar with the Detroit plan, 
naturally. 

Do you actually think those highways would be much use in the case 
of an emergency evacuation ? 

General Ciay. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. It has been our experience that in the Detroit 
system, where we have an accident, one car runs into another—they 
have a 55-mile speed limit on this road—they have an accident, and 
about 10 cars pile up. 

This is just normal driving, and they are not running scared for 
their lives. Such things as that frequently cause tieups on the system. 

I think it is probably the most modern, the best designed in this 
country ; but I cannot visualize it lasting for 10 minutes as a means of 
escape when people are running for their lives, and I do not believe 
that it is going to be worth a thing under those circumstances. 

General Cray. I think of what it would be without the system ; and 
with your arterial system that you have in Detroit, I think you have 
2 very excellent opportunity to do a considerable amount of evacua- 
tion, which I do not believe you would have without that system. 

Senator McNamara. When you say “considerable amount,” of 
course that is all, nobody can quarrel with you because it is impossible 
to define that. 

General Cray. I do not think any complete evacuation is possible, 
and I would be very foolish if I said so, Senator; but I do believe you 
can get substantial numbers out. 

Senator McNamara. I think if I personally were trying to escape, 
I would try to use the alleys rather than use the supe sthighw ay, that I 
would have more of a chance to get out than by the ro: ids. That isa 
fact. 

General Cray. I have a little more confidence in your traffic officers 
out there, and I believe they have some plans worked out. 

Senator McNamara. With people running for their lives, a cop 
standing up there and waving a white glove—I just do not think the 
people are going to wait for it in case of an emergency like that. 

From what I have seen on these new superhighw ays every day, I 
just do not think that will work. There is the speed involved, one car 
runs into another, and first thing you know there are 10 or 15 cars piled 
up. and after all, this is not people running for their lives. 

I honestly do not believe it is worth a thing. 

General Cray. There is no question but that the magnificient high- 
way system in Germany did contribute materially to their ability to 
move from bombed cities and often to get those cities back into opera- 
tion. 

Senator McNamara. I like to think of it as a necessity more for an 
economic program and for the convenience of the population. I would 
rather regard it that way than to talk about evacuating cities and the 
need of these roads for evacuation. 
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General Cray. I would not disagree with you, Senator. While I 
do think the convenience need is there, to my mind the economic need 
is so great that you really need nothing more than the economic advan- 
tages. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara, would you yield there for just 
a moment / 

Senator McNamara. Surely 

Senator Gore. General Clay, I too share grave doubts about the 
feasibility of evacuating, for instance, New York City. Just what is 
to be done with 7 million people who might be evacuated from New 
York City is another question. 

I have doubts for another reason. As a member of the Joint Atomic 
Energy Committee, I have given some study, and had some informa- 
tion on the possible danger of atomic and nuclear attack. 

Admiral Strauss in his last report on fallout and radioactivity, 
which now looms as a larger threat than the explosion or the heat 
recommends the two safest places: one is to have an individual storm 
cellar, and the second safest place is in a frame house. 

That raises serious doubts about having a national plan to put many 
millions of people on the move out on the highways upon the signal 
of an attack, and then there was a second question, which you as a 
military man, might want to give thought to. That is would we not 
be making ourselves liable for paralysis of our economy, our war 
production potential, merely by the imminent threat of an attack ? 

I am not sure that the people would wait for a signal if we carry 
on this national propaganda campaign about evacuation. Had you 
given thought to that ¢ 

It may be necessary, General, in the case of imminent attack to use 
martial law and require people to stay on their jobs, else we might 
have our whole industrial economy paralyzed. 

General Cray. Senator, I happened to be at one time civil defense 
commissioner of the State of New York, and therefore, I have devoted 
a great deal of time and thought to the problem of an atomic attack 
on New York. 

We had not gotten this radioactive fallout at that time, but it seems 
to me that you have this kind of a problem: fortunately our industrial 
areas are not ordinarily in the heart of our cities. 

They are in the outlying regions. If ever a bomb das drop in an 
industrial area, you have your center of impact, in which, in my 
opinion, you are not going to be able to evacuate : anybody. 

You have a second area, which is adjacent thereto, in which you will 
have a great deal of damage, fires, confusion, hurt and suffering, a 
great many people that will come through intact; but you have left 
such a condition that they have to be gotten out; and there you have 
your evacuat ion proble m. 

You have your third area of fallout in which evacuation is not 
necessary and which perhaps would not be effected. 

I believe that if you have means of evacuating your in-between 
area, if you do get an atomic attack, it will save many lives, and will 
inake it possible to rescue many people who would otherwise be lost. 

It would also enable you to get in to do decontamination work and 
eet your industries going much more readily than you would other- 
wise. I certainly would not want to be an advocate that you could pos- 
sibly protect the people of the United States with any program of 
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mass evacuation. I believe that you will assist these cities in the event 
of an atomic attack if you have this good system of roads, however. 

The Cuamman. Senator McNamara, may I interrupt you a mo 
ment ¢ 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

The Cuairman. General, I think you will agree with me that if a 
foreign government intended to attack us, with the modern way of 
doing those things, would not they attack those particular places that 
you wanted to evacuate first? Is it not the general idea between 
armies that instead of fighting with a dagger in hand or your shooting 
at an enemy 600 yards away, that it would bea generalized proposition / 

General Ciay. I think you are right, sir. Iam more talking about 
evacuation after attack, rather than evacuation preattack. 

Senator Marrin. Senator McNamara, would you yield for an ob 
servation / 

Senator McNamara. Surely. 

Senator Martin. I think we are thinking too much that the Amer- 
ican people are going to become panicky. I do not think they are. 1 
will give you an ex xample. 

In. 1936, I was called in the middle of the night to take charge of an 
area where they had a terrible flood. Johnstown was the center of it. 
I had 200 miles by 100 miles, and we had to evacuate the people from 
the low ground. We had to bring in food for them; we had to bring 
in medical supplies for them; we had to arrange shelter for them. It 
was amazing to me how cool those people were. 

The Legion came to our assistance. I had about 3,000 soldiers, and 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars. It was amazing how well disciplined 
those people were that they would carry out suggestions—not orders, 
you could not give orders—so I do not think we need to worry so much 
about the American people becoming panicky. I think they will use 
these arterial highways as a means of | getting out. 

I have had this civilian defense problem as a Governor of the State 
of Pennsylvania, and I do not think our people are going to become 
panicky. Americans think as individuals, and I am just bri iInging that 
up because of the experience that I had. We just did not have that 
trouble. 

The worst trouble we had was the lawless who came into that com- 
munity, which had been just washed clear out. The lawless came 
from hundreds and hundreds of miles to take advantage of it, and 
that was the most difficult thing we had. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. General, the reference has been made to your 
plan as a controlled access plan. Do you consider the use of the high- 
ways in Detroit controlled access rather than limited access ? 

General Cray. I think it is controlled access. 

Senator McNamara. What is the distinction between limited access 
and controlled access? Is it so hard to define ? 

General Cray. I do not think it is. You use limited access when 
you mean less rigid than when you use controlled. They really mean 
the same thing. 

Senator McNamara. There has been some question raised about the 
specifications which have been set up in the planning eliminating and 
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precluding the use of present slabs that are already existing in certain 
areas. 

The question was raised in that regard as to the possibility of re- 
oe your specifications so that there would be some salvage in the 

xisting slabs. Have you given consideration to that ? 

General Ciay. As you know, Senator, we did recommend that 
where certain sections of the Interstate Highway had been built which 
would meet these standards, that the State should be reimbursed 
therefor in certain degrees, feeling it only fair and equitable that 
those States which had moved ahead should be reimbursed for it. 

We feel that they had tto meet these standards for a very specific 
reason. We are recommending a project to be carried out over 30 
years, and we have set standards that will make the roads still service- 
able for the full period of time that it takes to retire the bonds which 
are issued to build the system of roads. 

We do not think it is right to use the money from those bonds for 
roads that would not last the 30 years during which the bonds would 
be retired. 

Senator McNamara. General, you say one of the prime reasons 
for using this plan of financing is that it does not add to the national 
debt. Is that not rather a technical thing? Asa matter of fact, when 
you give an agreement to spend this money, you make a contract to 
pay it at a certain rate of interest, do you not in effect add to the debt 
by that amount, regardless of whether you call it that or not? 

General Cay. Of course, you do, Senator. I agree with that. But 
what we meant by that is that you do not add to the national debt and 
then sometimes when the income exceeds the outgo, and the ee: 
debt is lowered, then let the Federal Government retire that debt; 
contrasted to a self-liquidating project on which the moneys which ‘the 
bonds made available would build the roads and the bonds would then 
be retired within 30 years, or within the life of the project itself. 

That seemed more conservative to us, than to have added it to the 
national debt, where you might be paying for these bonds long after 
the roads were worn out. 

Senator McNamara. General, I have one further comment. When 
Senator Thurmond speaks about people being concerned with the 
$1114 billion in interest that will be paid on this program for this $25 
billion or $27 billion program, I am very much concerned with the 
$1114 billion ton that part that will build no roads and no bridges or 
any part of our Federal system. 

I think you should take another look at the attitude of the people. 
T am inclined to believe that after looking it over and after listening 
to the witnesses we have had representing governors of the various 
States and the highway officials of various States, that if you would 
call this a Federal system of highways and raise the gas tax enough 
to pay for it, that the people would rather have it, than face thi 
payment of $1114 billion in interest. 

I think you will agree that if it could be handled that way, sir, if it 
could be handled on that basis, I certainly favor an increase in the 

gasoline tax, and I think the people generally will. 

General Cray. As I said, sir, our line of reasoning actually was the 
desire of the States not to have the Federal Gov ernment move further 
into the gas tax field, which they would like to have reserved for 
themselves. 
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Senator McNamara. I think the attitude of the people in the States 
is changing, and I would question whether we should tie it up this way, 
I for one would be ready to go ahead on that basis rather than finance 
this program on such a high rate of interest and paying so much 
money for no roads when you can do it with the same money just by 
increasing the Federal tax. 

I think the people are ready for it, and I would much rather see it 
develop along that line. 

That is all Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As the other members 
have said, it is a pleasure, General Clay, to have you come before this 
committee and give us the benefit of your long experience with the 
Government and with the construction field of Government and with 
the experience you had in observing conditions in Germany when you 
were there as Commissioner and our member of the Kommandatura. 

In that connection, what was your experience with respect to the 
value of the autobans for the defense of Germany / 

General Ciay. Of course, Senator, they were very, very important. 
They were primarily designed to permit the rapid transportation of 
troops and supplies from one section of Germany to another with great 
speed and dispatch. It was that system of highways that made it 
possible for them over so long a period to successfully wage a war on 
two fronts. 

They could almost overnight move troops from the Eastern Front 
to the Western Front to meet emergency conditions. Without the 
autoban system, they never could have done it. 

It was also of great value to them when the cities were being bombed, 
not so much for evacuation of the people, but to get equipment and to 
bring in repair supplies to get the factories back to work. 

They did an amazing job by the transfer of equipment and even 
people, and that was all made possible by this really magnificent sys- 
tem of highways that they had developed. 

Senator Case. Of course, we recognize that the conditions of World 
War IT and what a possible future war would bring would be different, 
because of the radioactive condition that you might have and also 
because of the difference in time of warning. 

That, of course, would depend on the effectiveness of some of these 
early warning systems as to how much warning a people might have. 

However, I do not want to dwell too much on that. I am personally 
convinced that the completion of an Interstate System of highways 
and other highway systems offers great economic advantages to the 
country, and the problem becomes largely a problem of how we can 
do it. 

You have had dealings with congressional committees back in the 
days before you were in Germany, when you were stationed here in 
the United States on various assignments. We have the problem of 
committees; we have the problem of the two houses of Congress; and 
we have the problem of jurisdiction of committees. 

I want to address a few questions to you, which go to some rather 
basic problems that we have in a legislative way. 

Senator McNamara has just suggested that he thinks that the Amer- 
ican people might respond better to raising the gasoline tax than they 
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would to this approach, and I think there might be considerable sup 
port to that opinion; but you are familiar with the fact, are you not, 
that the Constitution provides that all bills for raising revenue shall 
originate in the House of Representatives / 

Greneral CLay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Then Congress, through the House of Representa- 
tives, the Committee on Ways and Means, immediately asserts its 
jurisdiction and requires that bills that propose to increase taxes or 
the changing of taxes have to be considered by the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

General CLay. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Consequently, to adopt that approach, this committee 
would be unable to do anything about it, as far as initiating action is 
concerned. 

General Cray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. You are also familiar with the fact that the Constitu- 
tion provides that no money shall be withdrawn from the Treasury 
but in consequence of appropriations made by law, are you not ? 

General Ciay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. You have dealt with the Appropriations Committees 
of the Congress on many occasions and know that they are quite jealous 
of their prerogatives in reporting appropriation measures, do you not ¢ 

General Cray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Therefore, you have some appreciation of the problem 
this committee would have if we were to attempt to report a bill, 
which says, “There are hereby appropriated and there shall be paid by 
the Secretary of the Treasury to the Corporation for the fiscal year 
1957,” and so forth, certain money, do you not? 

General Cray. Yes, sir; I would believe that there should be in- 
serted instead “there is hereby authorized.” 

Senator Casr. “Hereby authorized to be appropriated ?” 

General Cray. “Hereby authorized to be appropriated”; yes. 

Senator Casr. Do you think that would have any effect upon the 
saleability of the bonds? 

General Ctay. No, sir; Ido not. It is too well established as the way 
in which the Congress has operated in the past. 

Senator Casr. I am glad to have your statement on that. We have 
had some opinions expressed to the committee about that. 

General CLay. However, I do believe it is in line with past congres- 
sional action, and Congress has never failed to live up to any authoriza- 
tion it has ever made. 

Senator Casr. That is authorization for the incurment of an obliga- 
tion ¢ 

General Ciay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. That does not mean Congress always appropriates 
the amount of an authorization for a particular project, does it? 

General Ciay. Thatisinthe bill. You have fia asked for authority 
to be able to borrow $5 billion from the Treasury. 

Senator Case. Directing your attention to that passage for a mo- 
ment, paragraph (c) of section 105 of the draft bill, this sentence ap- 
pears: 

The Corporation may issue to the Secretary of the Treasury its obligations in 


an amount not to exceed in any one year the amount necessary above all other 
revenues of the Corporation to provide for debt service of the Corporation dur- 
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ing that year but not to exceed the aggregate amount of $5,000,000,000 outstar 
ing ut any one time. 

There is no definition that I have found of “debt service” in the | 
What would you interpret “debt service” to mean ¢ 

General Ciay. Interest due and bonds maturing during the peri 
in question, sir, if any. 

Senator Case. But not to pay construction bills / 

General CLay. No, sir; if Congress failed at any time to make funds 
available, the Corporation could borrow from the Treasury to meet 
any interest payments that were due and to retire any bonds that were 
maturing. 

Senator Case. Some of the legislation that Congress has passed 
which authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to purchase obliga- 
tions of a corporation like the Commodity Credit Corporation, the 
words are not “Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to.” but the 
words in those laws, as I recall, are “the Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to purchase.” 

Why would you leave out the word “directed” ? 

General Cay. I think that should be in here. sir. 

Senator Case. You think that should be in here / 

General Cray. It should be a mandatory right to borrow, if you are 
going to protect the validity of your bonds. 

Senator Case. Then that would become an obligation of the Treas- 
ury to the extent that it was utilized ? 

General Ciay. Yes. 

The Cuatmrman. And full faith and credit of the United States 


should be behind that obligation ? 

General Cray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, the interposition of the Senator from 
New Mexico directs attention to the next constitutional clause to which 
I wanted to direct attention, that is section 8 of the Constitution which 
says that: 


The Congress shall have the Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts 
and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defense and general 
Welfare of the United States; but all duties, imposts, and excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

Then the next clause is “to borrow money on the credit of the United 
States.” I am not a lawyer, but my layman’s reading of that would 
imply to me that Congress had no power to borrow money except upon 
the credit of the United States. 

General Cray. I think there have been bond issues that have been 
guaranteed by specific revenues without having the full credit of the 
United States. 

Senator Casr. Can you give us an illustration of that? 

General Cray. I thought the housing bonds were. 

Senator Case. I think they are similar to this Commodity Credit 
Corporation proposition where the Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized to subscribe or to purchase a certain amount of bonds within the 
limitation—that is very similar to what you have suggested for this 
project. 

General Cray. But that is not a pledge of full faith and credit of 
the United States. 

Senator Case. It would be to the extent that the Secretary is di- 
rected to purchase the bonds if they do not sell in the market. 
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General Ciay. May I answer you another way, if I may? In our 
report, recognizing that fact, we recommended that the Congress ex- 
press its intent to appropriate each year sums equivalent to those 
received from the gasoline tax, which would, in fact, cover the very 
point that you have in mind. 

The Treasury Department did not like that, and they had a very 
specific reason in making the recommendation, which finally got to 
this committee, sir. 

That was they wanted to definitely pledge the gasoline tax revenue, 
thereby insuring its going - a special account in the Treasury where 
it would build up and be available to retire these obligations as they 
became due; but to my sind the other method of making these Tunds 
available by an authorization with the Congress of the United States, 
having once authorized the issue of the bonds, appropriating each year 
from revenue the amounts necessary to their service and retirement, 
which would in effect pledge general revenue would be a sufficiently 
satisfactory and perhaps even more salable bond than one guaranteed 
by a specific tax, because it has a much broader guaranty. behind it. 

Senator Case. I think that it is possible to raise money through the 
sale of bonds, and I think it is also possible to establish direct funds in 
the Treasury. 

I question very seriously whether you can borrow money and not 
have it added to the national debt by the United States to the extent 
that the Secretary of the Treasury is directed to purchase the obliga- 
tions and to the extent that that directive and authority are utilized. 

General Ciay. Your housing administration bonds, as I understand 
it, have never been accredited to the national debt, because they are 
met by a specific revenue. 

Senator Case. I doubt if you have a parallel there, but I think the 
committee should a that. 

But my impression is that the bonds that the Housing Administra- 
tion can sell in the open market stand on their merits as such, but to 
the extent that the Secretary of the Treasury subscribes for those 
bonds, then you have the amount added to the riational debt. 

General Cray. I think that would be true whether or not they could 
have it, but there is a general guaranty behind those bonds which is 
not added to the national debt. 

Senator Casg. I think, Mr. Chairman, before we get to that, we 
have to explore that with these other agencies. There has been a de- 
vice used in the social-security law which established a trust fund. 

General Ciay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. I have not looked at this recently, but my recollection 
is that they used a sort of parallel construction bill, one-half of which 
described and prescribed the amount of withholding tax on employers 
and the payments by them or by the employees, and the other half of 
the law which sets up a description and prescribes the entitlements 
one with the other, but you have a parallel construction there, and 
that was to meet this constitutional problem. 

General Cray. I believe, sir, that S. 1048, the provisions in that, with 

respect to the handling of the gas tax into this fund for the payment 
and servicing of the bonds, is based and does follow the pattern es- 
tablished in the social- security legislation. 

Senator Case. You mean not S. 1048, but S. 1160; do you not? 
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General Cay. 5S. 1160. Lam sorry. 

Senator Gore. I am glad you are conscious of S. 1048. 

General CLay. Very conscious of it. 

Senator Case. There again we may run into the jurisdictional ques 
tion. The social-security legislation dealing with revenues originated 
in the House of Representatives and with the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

General Ciay. I felt right along with respect to this bill and fol 
lowing the procedures which I have learned during so many times 
before committees, that this should be an authorization bill. TI think 
it would serve the same purpose as an appropriation bill. 

The Cuarrman. That is what it is pure and simple. 

Senator Case. The subparagraph (b) has another clause to which 
I want to direct your attention, and that is the sentence which says: 

The Secretary of the Treasury may advance to the Corporation in any fiscal 
year an amount not in excess of the estimated appropriation for that fiscal year, 
such advances to be repaid from amounts subsequently appropriated hereunder 
in that fiscal year 

What, in your judgment, would happen if the Treasury exceeded 
the amounts to be appropriated or the amount that they estimated 
would be collected in gas taxes ? 

General Cray. I would assume that you would make it up the next 
year by a reduced appropriation the following year. 

Senator Casr. Do you think the Secretary of the Treasury can take 
money out of the Treasury and give it to a corporation in excess of an 
appropriation / 

General CLay. No, with their caution, I would doubt very much if 
their estimate of revenue would be on the dangerous side. I would 

rather expect they would underrate the revenue “from the ; gas tax, the 
money that is made available. 

The Cuamman. That would be the present Treasurer, but it is a dis- 
cretionary thing with the Secretary of the Treasury to do that, is it 
not # 

General Ciay. Yes, sir; except that he has to be within the estimate 
of the revenue, which is expected to come in from the gas tax, and so 
I donot think he can be very far off. 

Senator Case. General Clay, the record of the Secretaries of the 
Treasury varies somewhat. but few of them, regardless of what party 
they have represented, have been able to predict the deficit or the 
revenues wholly accurately, and the possibility certainly exists that 
he could overestimate. 

I think that there again, we would have to consider that possibility 
and do something with that sentence to prevent any possibility of 
money being drawn out of the Treasury that would not conform to 
the constitutional provision of the appropriations. 

Then there is one other sentence which immediately fellows that : 

The Corporation shall pay into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts, on the 
basis of annual billings as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, an 
amount for each fiscal year that bears the same ratio to the estimated costs of 
collecting taxes, refunds of taxes— 
and so forth, and goes on to offer a proportionate rebate. 

We want the Secretary of the Treasury to collect the gas-tax money, 
pay it all out under this blanket appropriation to the Corporation, and 
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then the Corporation return to the Treasury the amount that it was 
estimated to have cost for the Treasury to collect the tax. 

Why should not the Secretary retain his costs of collection in the 
first place? 

General Cuiay. I asked the same question, and they answered that 
this would provide a much simplified accounting method, sir. 

That is the only answer I can give you: that it would be simpler 
accounting this way than to account at the beginning of the year: to 

subtract costs that they do not know. 

They do not actually know what the cost of collec ‘ting the taxes will 
be. They pay the whole thing over to the Corporation, and at the end 
of the year when they know what the amount is that it cost to collect 
taxes, you pay it back. They said it was much simpler. 

Senator Casr. That might be if you assume that you are actually 
voing to have an appropriation bill and appropriate an amount equal 
to the revenues in excess of a fixed sum collected during each fiscal 
year. 

General Cuay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Personally I think you will have difficulty in doing 
that. The mechanics of the Congress in appropriations are such that 
we try to complete our appropriation bills by June 30 of any year for 
the succeeding fiscal year. 

How an appropriations committee operating before June 30 of this 
year can know what the revenues from the gas tax will be in the suc- 
ceeding fiscal year and appropriate for the succeeding fiscal year for 
the amount yet to be collected, I just do not know. 

General Cray. I do not think in the long run it would make any 
difference, except in the fiscal year, if they only appropriated what 
had been appropriated the previous year. 

Senator Case. I think that would have to be done. In fact, through 
the Pittman-Robinson Act, we have done in practice about the same 
thing. 

General Ciay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. My recollection is that the Pittman-Robinson Act 
was in effect for a year or two before any appropriations were made 
to carry it out, and the first year that we made appropriations to carry 
it out, was measured by the prior year in collections. 

General Cay. I do not think that would affect the principle of this, 
and it would add very little to the cost. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I should like to invite General Clay 
to submit for the record, or not General Clay—I do not want to burden 
General Clay—or the Secretary of Commerce to submit for the record 
a detailed memorandum of any precedents for revenue bonds by the 
Federal Government. 

When I say “detailed,” I mean we ought to have something that does 
not merely say this is a revenue bond. I think it should be a memo- 
randum that would set forth the nature of the bond, the obligation on 
the Government to repay it, the question as to whether it enters into 
the national debt and such other information as would make it possible 
for us to determine whether there is any clearcut precedent for what is 
proposed here as a method of financing. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case, I think your suggestion is good. Iam 
not sure we ought to burden General Clay since he has no staff for 
this particular purpose. 
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It might be just as well to direct the clerk of the committee to invite 
either the Secret: iry of Commerce or the Secretary of the Treasury 
both to do that, however you wish it. 

Senator Case. I do not want to burden General Clay either, but I 
am sure that it would be helpful to the committee if that request were 
referred to the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, the clerk will notify the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

Senator Martin. If Senator Case will yield, I would like to also 
suggest that they also give precedents from States and municipalities, 
because if we are starting with a new plan without precedent from a 
Federal st: undpoint, then from the st: indpoint of court procedure, the 
next would be States and municipalities. 

If they could furnish that information, Mr. Chairman, in addition 
to what Senator Case has asked, I think it would be helpful to the 
committee. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a very good idea. 
However, when we have that done, we should also have a notation as 
to whether or not the State constitution confers upon the State some 
power in relation to its financing for various provisions of section 8, 
particularly the provision that Congress shall borrow money on the 
credit of the United States. 

Senator Gore. You have that notation, Mr. Clerk ? 

Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neupercer. Just very briefly, Mr. Chairman, I was a little 
puzzled, sir—General Clay, I said “sir” because the last time I saw 
you, you were a general and I was a lieutenant—your statement about 
if we went to the 3-cent gasoline tax, as we have mentioned, under the 
Federal law, there would be less roads financed by the States. 

did not quite understand that, in view of the fact that when 
Governor Kohler, and I think, his State of Wisconsin has a rather low 
gasoline tax, and he said they did not contemplate raising it. 

How would raising of the gas tax to 3 cents mean that there would 
be less roads financed by the States? 

General Cray. I think that you have this point to bear in mind: 
in every State in which the effort is made to raise the gasoline tax there 
is a great argument against it. 

The fact that it is also being paid to the Federal Government, and 
you have any number of States in the process of raising their gasoline 
tax rate now, based on the Federal Government’s not raising its tax. 

With every increase in the tax of the Federal Government, it lessens 
the State gasoline tax may be, the States fixed it as high as was 
necessary to support their road-construction needs. 

Senator Neupercer. Yet the raising of the Federal gasoline tax 
over the years up to the present 2 cents did not prevent the States 
from raising theirs rather gradually, because it is going up from a very 
low figure in the States; is it not? 

General Cray. I think it perh: 1ps would in some States. Whatever 
the State gasoline tax may be, the States fixed it as high as necessary 
to support their road-construction needs. 

This is a very difficult question to answer. When we started on 
this road-construction program, we first conferred with the governors. 
Their first position was they did not even want the Federal Govern- 
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ment to take this 2 cents. They wanted it all turned back, and the 
States would build the highways. 

There is a great question about that, and in many States it would 
not provide the revenues to build the highways. Therefore, when the 
executive committee of the governors accepted the application of this 
2-cent tax to finance the road program, it was a complete reversal of 
their program. 

It was largely because of this controversy between State and Federal 
Government as to where this tax should be made, either as a Federal 
or a State tax; they felt we should content ourselves with the tax as 
it now stands, particularly if the tax is sufficient over the life of the 
roads to pay for the roads. We think it is. 

Senator Neupercer. This is my opinion—I may be wrong, but do 
you not think a real economic argument can be made for a modest 
increase in the Federal gasoline tax and possibly some encouragement 
to the States to ine ae theirs in respect to this amount ? 

General Ciay. I do not think you have to increase it. I think those 
States where you have a Federal tax of 2 cents and a State tax of 
7 cents, making a total of 9 cents that is pretty high. In some States, 
however, there may be a State tax of 2 cents and a Federal tax of 2 
cents, making a total of 4 cents; and I think that is a problem. 


Senator Neusercer. I do not know whether, it is legal under what. 


Senator Case has been saying, but I have an amendment downstairs 
on the desk to the pending tax bill to increase the Federal gasoline 
tax from 2 cents to 3 cents, because I felt that all the argument that 
the Secretary of the Treasury has been making in recent days against 
some of the proposals made by the Democrats in the House for general 
Federal tax reductions, certainly could be good grounds for eliminat- 
ing some of the deficit features of that highw: ay program. 

General Ciay. I am not going to argue against the merits of in- 
creasing revenues to support this road program, certainly. As I say, 
the reason we did not propose that was we did recognize the general 
problem concerning the States. 

They are very concerned with, it and we felt we were not going to 
go into the problem particularly because it is another matter, the 
studying of the responsibility for taxes between State and Federal 
Government. 

We do not know what those recommendations will be as to fields 
which should be reserved for the State. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator from Oregon will yield, 
I think his amendment is perfectly in order because the Constitution 
says, “But the Senate may propose or concur with amendments as on 
other bills.” 

There is no question but what you can offer an amendment to a tax 
bill. 

Senator Gore. That originated in the House. 

Senator Case. Obviously, the bill originated in the House, but your 
amendment is certainly permitted. 

Senator Nrupercer. | will be through in just a second. I asked 
some of the staff to do a little research as to the impact of a 3-cent 
gasoline tax, and it seemed to me it would reduce the interest so enor- 
mously if we had a 3-cent gasoline tax that it would be possible that: 
the interest on the program could be cut down to $4 billion, rather 
than up around $11 billion. 
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That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucue. First of all, 1 want to say also that I feel highly 
honored, General Clay, as have the other members of the committee 
who have expressed themselves, to have you here today. 

Mr. Chairman, I think with regard to this question of whether or 
not the proposed bonds are going to constitute a general obligation of 
the United States or whether they are going to constitute revenue 
bonds is sufficiently basic to this committee's consideration of the whole 
program that we are going to need the legal advice of an appropriate 
agency of the Government on that point. 

It is true that many States in the American Union have got debt 
limits written into their constitutions. The only reason the theory 
of revenue bonds was ever created was to avoid the debt limitations 
of their State constitutions. 

So, revenue bonds were created by statute, and there are many, 
many decisions by courts in many of the States holding that revenue 
bende do not constitute an adjunct of the debt of a State, and that 
very frankly was the reason that the theory of revenue bonds was 
originally created. 

If the discussion which you, Mr. Chairman, had yesterday with the 
Secretary of Commerce were to be carried on to the point where this 
committee would be advised that there was not a legal availability 
of revenue bonds to the Federal Government, would face smack-up 
with the theory of the debt limitation legislation and all that that 
involves in attempting to enact legislation; so I think on that point 
basically we ought to receive the areful legal opinion of the Attorney 
General or whatever agency is appropriate on the question of whether 
or not the recommendation which the President’s Commission has 
made No. 5, that the Federal share of the interstate construction be 
financed by bonds to be issued by a Federal highway corporation 
created for this purpose by Congress. 

I might add my personal opinion, for what it is worth, that there 
is no question about the validity of that recommendation and the right 
of Congress to adopt legislation which would creat a revenue bond that 
would not in any sense affect the debt limitation provisions of the 
Congressional statute. 

Senator Gore. Are you suggesting that we should invite the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to do that ¢ 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to have a legal 
opinion on the right of Congress ‘to adopt a bond program t: king 
specific revenues in it and raising the question whether that would run 
counter to our debt limitation. 

Senator Gore. Without objection from the committee, the chair- 
man will comply with the suggestion and invite both the Secretary 
of the Treasury and the Attorney General to appear or to submit 
statements. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add to that that the 
Senate legislative counsel do that. He is familiar with the several 
bills that have been drafted and that Congress has enacted relating to 
these various types. 

Senator Gore. I think the suggestions are good. The Congress has 
seldom considered a bill involving such vast amounts of such wide 
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importance, so if there are no objections, I will invite and request the 
appearance of the Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney Gen- 
eral and also the legislative counsel of the Senate. 

Senator Kucuet. Actually, Mr. Chairman, I think that a letter 
request to the Attorney General would be sufficient because I believe 
that it can be answered pretty conclusively. 

That would be my opinion. But at any rate it is—and I appreci- 
ate the Chair’s agreement with me—a highly important question to 
be answered. 

Senator Gore. Since I have interrupted you, would the committee 
think well of inviting the Comptroller General also to render his opin- 
ion with respect to the bill? 

The Crarrman. He O. K’s the bills and I think you could. 

Senator Gore. Without objection then, he will be included. 

Senator Kucuen. General, your recommendations are generally 
embodied in S. 1160, are they not ? 

General CLay. Generally; yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuet. They rest on the assumption of income into the 
Treasury revenues from current taxes, as the Department of Com- 
merce has projected its estimate of those taxes in the future, is that 
correct ? 

General Ciay. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. There is one question—either I do not under- 
stand this, or there may be a little mystery in one provision—your 
recommendations in your report provided in part, and I read from 
your report, page 21: 

The committee recommends no change in the matching requirements as pres- 
ently fixed except for the Interstate System and the connecting roads included 
in the $27 billion program. 

I read this section of the bill relative to allocations on page 19, 
paragraph (e), line 13: 

Payments to the States made pursuant to this section shall be subject to the 
conditions (1) that construction of projects on the Interstate System in each 
State shall be in accordance with the standards approved by the Secretary; 
and (2)— 
and it is to this one that I raise a question, General— 


that the State participates in the costs of construction in each fiscal year in an 
amount of cash or services no less than that which would have been required as 
its matching amount payable for construction of projects on the Interstate Sys- 
tem under the provisions of section 2 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956— 

You contemplate, therefore, that assuming this legislation would 
be adopted that the fiscal year which commences next July 1 would 
continue under the old system and the 10-year period of construction 
which is encompassed in this bill would commence July 1, 1956, for a 
10-year period ? 

General Ciay. No, sir: under the bill it says when the Federal Gov- 
ernment appropriated $175 million for aid to the Federal highway 
system, it required that 40 percent or equal to that amount be prov ided 
by the States as a condition. 

We have stated that that obligation by the States should continue 
and that this same amount should be contributed by the States through- 
out the life of this project, so the amount that they contribute against 
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the $175 million, they would continue contributing throughout the life 
of this project. 

Senator Kucnuen. Then in the table on page 21, the 325 billion 
which would be made available by the Corporation would be added 
to put the billion dollars for existing interstate highway construction 
and a billion dollars for extended interstate highway construction ‘ 

General Cuay. It would roughly be matched by contributions oy 
the States in urban areas in the amount of $2 billion which they could 
make under the present program over the same 10 year period. 

Senator KucHe.. What would those $2 billion of State expenditures 
represent actually? Would that be right-of-way, for example ‘ 

General Cray. It could be right-of-way, engineering costs, or other 
things; but the purpose of our language and our recommendation was 
that we did not want to relieve the States of any responsibility that 
they now had: and now to get this S175 million a vear, the ‘Vy are re 
quired to provide an amount, roughly, of 40 percent of the total, which 
is somewhere in the neighborhood of $108 million a year. 

Therefore, over this 10- year period the States, in accordance with 
the degrees they would have participated in the $175 million, would 
still provide $108 million a vear toward costs of the Interstate System. 

Over the 10 years that is a little more than a billion. 

Senator Kucnen. Isee. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Have you concluded ? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes, sir; and, Mr. Chairman, Senator Hruska is 
not a member of this committee, but he is intensely interested in the 
subject. 

He is here, and I wonder if he might be permitted to ask 
questions ? 

Senator Gore. I have heretofore accorded the Senator that pei 
mission or that privilege, and would be happy to do so today. How 
ever, I refrained from asking any questions in the beginning in order 
at the members of the subcommittee would have an op p ortunity, - 

I did have 1 or 2 questions that I would like to ask first, if T ma 

General Clay, you have recommended giving at to States to 
the extent that they have constructed segments of the interstate roads 
up to accepted standards. You justify that on the basis of equity. 

I would like to read you a letter that I received previously from a 
constituent of mine. It is addressed to me. 


some 


I keep noticing articles in the papers indicating that there may be enacted a 
Federal-aid school-building program. Here in Sullivan County we would have 
no objection to such a program if the same is broad enought. 

We have just completed a school-building program which has called for an 
expenditure of approximately $6 million. We received some aid from Federal 
hee: nuse of the defense workers in our area: however, we issued, on our own, 
$4,525,000 school bonds, and used our State capital outlay funds, too. As of now 
we barely have enough classrooms for our 15,000 students, and we expect 600 
additional students next September 1, 1955. 

Now, the reason for this letter: In the event an aid program is enacted by 
Congress, there should be a provision in same to take care of those counties 
who have already made expenditures in bringing physical facilities up to the 
required level. Perhaps Federal assumption of outstanding bonds issued by the 
counties could be provided. If there isn’t something done, we counties who have 
attempted to solve our problems will be discriminated against 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


BLOUNTVILLE, TENN., January 21, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Str: I keep noticing articles in the papers indicating that there may be 
enacted a Federal-aid school-building program. Here in Sullivan County we 
would have no objection to such a program if the same is broad enough. 

We have just completed a school-building program which has called for an 
expenditure of approximately $6 million. We received some aid from Federal 
oe of the defense workers in our area; however, we issued, on our own, 
$4,525,000 school bonds, and used our State capital outlay funds, too. As of now 
we amaetad have enough classrooms for our 15,000 students and we expect 600 
additional students next September 1, 1955. 

Now, the reason for this letter: In the event an aid program is enacted by 
Congress, there should be a provision in same to take care of those counties who 
have already made expenditures in bringing physical facilities up to the required 
level. Perhaps Federal assumption of outstanding bonds issued by the counties 
could be provided. As I recall, the State of Tennessee, in about 1930 or there- 
abouts, assumed county road bonds as of a certain date. If there isn’t something 
done we counties who have attempted to solve our problems will be discriminated 
against. 

Thought I had better call this to your attention in the event legislation is 
considered along these lines. 

Thanks, and if there is anything locally that I might be able to help you with 
please feel free to call upon me. 

Sincerely, 
Howarp R. Poston. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, is not that the reason for the credits 
on the existing toll roads in this bill ? 

Senator Gore. I thought the general would see the obvious appli- 
cation. You in your report, which I read again this morning before 
coming to the office, base your rec ommendation on equity. 

You could make the same argument for reimbursing the States for 
all of their expenditures on the interstate roads, and it would fit the 
same Case. 

If we adopted this policy in road legislation, you can see where the 
Senator from Tennessee would be at least encouraged to take such a 
position with respect to aid to schools and the same thing with hos- 
pitals. 

You know, General, my father used to give me some very good 
advice. He still does, even though he is quite advanced in age. 

He used to say, “Son, always start from where you are at. 

I am not sure that we won’t have to do that with respect to a school- 
construction program and a program of aid-to-highway construction, 
else we will discriminate. There must be a starting point, however, 
and I think a very good starting point is where we are, leaving off the 
—" 

General Ciay. Senator, you have some very sage remarks there, but 
it is a very difficult and complex question to answer. It is like one of 
these “Have you stopped beating vour wife” things. 

Senator Gorr. I did not mean to accuse you. 

General Cray. In point of fact, what you would have is this, and 
this is the thing we shall face: (1) A long continuing lot of Federal 
participation in road-building programs during which time the Fed- 
eral Government has borne a portion or share of the cost of all high- 
ways. Also the Federal Government and the Congress itself, a few 
years ago, authorized Federal appropriations to be used by the States 
to service and retire bonds which were issued, for the purpose of en- 
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couraging States to issue bonds for the construction of these highways; 
a very definite incentive in money available to service these bonds. 

Now to say to these people, we have got to start from scratch, and 
you have got to go ahead and meet those obligations on your own did 
not seem fair and. equitable. 

You have some 1,400 or 1,500 miles of toll roads now authorized to 
go under construction, and if you came up to the Congress with the 
proposal that the United States undertake to pay the cost of these 
Rieke but without reimbursing these people if they went ahead, 
you would have stopped all that construction, and you would have 
delayed that many. miles of active highways coming into use in the 
United States. 

We believe that the need for highways was much greater than that, 
and it was much better to let them go ahead, and we put a proviso that 
it could only be used on the Interstate System, and they would only 
be reimbursed if they came up to our standards. 

I must admit that starting from scratch is a very clean and healthy 
way to do things; but starting at scratch here, in our opinion, would 
have delayed the construction of ver y important highways. 

Senator Gore. Would you not apply the same reasoning and the 
same fair play and equity to your counties whose needs have been 
greatly increased by the location of a defense establishment? They 
have burdened themselves now to their limit. T hey are expecting more 
children next fall than they can provide for. 

If we are to start a Federal aid program for school construction, 
would it not be fair to take up the bonds of those people and reimburse 
them in order that we not discriminate against them when by the bill 
we would provide aid for an adjoining county which had not so bur 
dened itself ¢ 

General Ciay. That is very difficult to answer, sir. As far as I 
know, there is not a Federal program for financing school programs, 
but there is a Federal precedent of building ro: uds since 1916 on the one 
hand, while on the other hand you have the Federal Government em- 
barking on a new program which it has never taken part in before. 

After it has embarked on this, it may create some method of re 
imbursing these counties who have tried to meet the problem 
themselves. 

In any event, in our program, to have done that, in my opinion, 
would have stopped the construction of all such highways now being 
constructed, whether through tolls or through the issuance of State 
bonds, on the Interstate System, until Congress had acted on this bill. 

I think that would have been very bad. 

Senator Gore. If the Government is to adopt a policy of reimburs- 
ing States for expenditures on interstate roads in certain areas up to 
certain standards, ought we not in the case of Oklahoma, where under 
the plan you might leave a 2-lane road instead of a 4-lane road 
would it not be equitable to reimburse them for their expenditures on 
a 2-lane road if it is up to 2-lane arg coal 

What I am trying to illustrate, General, is if we start going back 
and reimbursing counties and States for their development, because 
in March or August, the Federal Government has adopted a different 
plan, we will create a grab bag without bottom. 

General CLay. Senator, let me put it another way: if you were ask- 
ing me would I rather have a highway program without reinburse- 
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ment than no program at all, then I would tell you definitely I would 
rather have a highway program without reinbursement than have no 
program at all, but I'am sure that the highway program with reim- 
bursement will give you more highways in the long run, because the 
money which the States would get for these roads, they must spend for 
other roads. 

Senator Gore. Does your plan not also recommend, and the bill 
have provisions, whereby the States could take this money and retire 
their bonds? 

General Cray. That was not a recommendation of our committee. 
That has been added into the bill as it has been drafted, and on the 
theory, I believe, that by and large the Federal Government prefers 
free roads rather than toll roads to the full degree that it is practical 
and realistic. 

Senator Gore. Since this was not a recommendation of your com- 
mittee, does your committee now recommend it / 

General CLay. I could not speak for my committee, but as far as I 
am personally concerned, I would personally prefer to see all of the 
money spent on building new highways rather than on retirement of 
toll-road bonds. 

Senator Gore. The bells have already sounded, Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. Why do you not just complete yours? 1 will defer 
to you. 

Senator Gore. It would be impossible for me to complete mine. You 
go ahead. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In line with your 
suggestion or Ge: advi ice that you got from your father “Start from 
where you are at,” and the substance of the letter you received from 
your constituent, that perhaps this thing ought to be, in the case of 
school construction, pressed back to include 2 concept of bonded in- 
debtedness of school districts. 

May I suggest the consideration of that? In my home city of 
Omaha, there was a school district program, which was based upon 
current revenues and an added tax levy for the benefit of the school 
district. 

Would it not be a legitimate avenue of procedure, if you want to put 
it that way, for the school districts to say we have, at considerable 

sacrifice to the people living now, built the school building, and we 
think we should be reimbursed for it. If vou are going into the school 
program now, should you not consider the existing plants ? 

That bears on this general proposition. 

General Clay, one of the first questions propounded to you this 
morning was whether or not the program which you envision here and 
which you propose here might be affected by inflated values 10 years 
from now or 5 years from now or 15 years from now. 

You stated that in reaching the conclusion which you stated, that in 
general you have, and that you were quite optimistic there would be 
no great inflation—in that connection did your committee, in reaching 
that conclusion, consider the possibility of programs just like that 
which is suggested in the letter from Senator Gore’s constituent ? 

Did you consider that type of thing? Did you consider this possi- 
bility further: That is this will serve as a prec edent for financing this 
tvpe of revenue bond in Federal fiscal affairs: and if that method will 
be applied to housing and hospitals. perhaps, and to schools, and so 
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on, that maybe we will have a factor in Federal financing which will 
result in an inflated dollar, an inflation which is not contemplated on 
the basis of only one resort to revenue bonds of this type; to wit, for 
highways? 

General CLay. Quite obviously, Senator, we have no inflated values 
in our estimates. They are based on present costs. 

As to whether or not we are going to have an inflationary policy in 
the 10 years ahead, I certainly ‘consider that you are far better quali 
tied to answer that than I am. 

I feel certain that our own program is not inflationary if it is done 
on a self-liquidating basis. ‘These bonds are paid off on a definite 
application of revenue. It is not inflationary. 

It is inflationary only when you issue bonds and do not provide the 
revenues to pay for them, and so our plan is not inflationary. In fact, 
as to whether or not other appropriations and other succeeding govern 
ments are going to bring about inflation over the next 10 years, I can- 
not say. I do ‘know from the published announcements of Treasury 
with respect to its application of money controls. its efforts to balance 
the budget, that we perhaps can look ahead to a period in which we 
have a reasonable stability. 

How long that stability will last, I hesitate to judge. I personally 
am confident that we have at least 10 vears ahead of us in which we 
are not going to have any runaway inflation, and I feel reasonably sure 
that with a self- liquidating program, we can build these roads, and 
they will so encourage the utilization of the automobile, and the in- 
creased number of automobiles on the roads, that it will be the greatest 
single factor you can make against inflation, and so I am absolutely 
convinced that this is an antiinflation measure as it is. 

Senator Hruska. Of course, General, when vou say through a self- 
liquidating project, heretofore, particularly up until 1954, there was 
not any such thing as linkage between gasoline tax and roadbuilding. 

Senator Gore. It is not in the 1954 act. 

Senator Hruska. Except that the amount returned by gasoline tax 
is now devoted to roadbuilding purposes. 

If we are resorting to a revenue bond issue for the purpose of mak- 
ing this completely self-liquidating, why not extend that policy to 
schools and hospitals, and so on, and mi: iybe you should apportion all 
the general revenues through bond issues and have them self-liquidat 
ing. 

General Cray. As a matter of fact, Senator, I cannot answer that. 
I know of no place right now where you have a direct tax which is 

as closely associated with the user as you do here and which your pree- 
edent has been more and more approaching; that is asking that the tax 
be made available for road improvements. 

It was because of the various acts passed by the previous Congresses, 
and the matching of the funds by the State and Federal Governments, 
that we felt caused this tax to be placed in a slightly different category 
than any other that I know of. 

It was because of that that we felt we could make it applicable to 
the servicing and retirement of the bonds and thus to make this a self- 
liquidating project. 

I personally am convinced that is sound. If the Federal Govern- 
ment could carry that out, I think it would be a very good and whole- 
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some thing and might be the very next step toward preventing the 
inflation that all of us fear. 

Senator Hruska. I have one other instance to bring up in that con- 
nection, General: I know of one State in which 80 percent of its 
revenues are earmarked for particular purposes, leaving in the general 
till about 15 or 20 percent of the revenue to do its appropriating from. 

I do not mean to suggest that the Congress of the United States is 
going to get into that sort of thing, but is this not a possible start in 
that direction, to a point where Congress will be a very nominal body, 
insofar as appropriating general revenues is concerned ¢ 

Senator Gore. Will the Senator yield there? 

Senator Hruska. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Alcoholism has become a great problem in this 
country. We might earmark the liquor tax for a home for alcoholics. 

Our veterans’ benefits are big, tremendous. Hospitals are over- 
crowded. I receive calls and telegrams almost daily pleading for as- 
sistance to obtain admittance to some hospital that is overcrowded. 

Surely we could find some course that we could earmark for veterans’ 
benefits, and, as you say, pretty soon the Government would be oper- 
ating and not in one straitjacket but many. 

We have one now, which is the national debt. It is within the power 
of Congress to raise that national debt. I would prefer one strait- 
jacket tomany. Excuse me. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield to me at that 
point for a very brief observation ? 

Senator Hruska. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. The senate committee did not accept the linkage pro- 
vision that was in the bill as it passed the House last year. The Senate 
struck that out. It is true that the Senate in the Highway Act of 1954 
in the Congress did say, not formally in the act, but in our explanation 
of it that we were now providing for Federal aid in an amount ap- 
proximately equal to that which the Federal Government was collect- 
ing from the gasoline tax, and the motor fuel tax, and lubricating oils; 
however, we in str iking out the House provision, definitely developed 
last year that to dedicate the Federal gasoline tax as such to highway 
uses would be to impose upon the purchasers of gasoline who used it 
for nonhighway purposes a tax to be dedicated for road purposes. 

The suggestion in this bill that we make a definite linkage by ap- 
propriating the specific revenues derived from the taxes imposed by 
certain sections of the Internal Revenue Code—to wit, those on gaso- 
line and diese] oil—is responsible, I think, for the bill that Senator 
Carlson introduced the other day; and I frankly state that it is partly 
responsible for the bill which I introduced which proposes that the 
Federal gasoline tax collected on gas used for nonhighway purposes be 
refundable. 

Most of the States refund gasoline taxes for use on farms and in 
tractors and for other nonhighway uses. I think it is manifestly im- 
possible to expect that the Congress, when it recognizes the situation, 
will ever approve a dedication of the Federal gasoline t tax to the build- 
ing of interstate roads. 

The only way the rural] sections of the country would accept a dedi- 
cation of the Federal gasoline tax would be if that dedication includes 


the servicing of construction of farm roads as well as the Interstate 
System. 
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There are too many great open spaces where the Interstate System 
offers nothing to the people who pay gasoline taxes or use gasoline for 
nonhighway purposes. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, one additional question, and then 
we will have to adjourn. 

Senator Tuurmonp. General Clay, I believe you testified that from 
the standpoint of protecting the national defense or promoting the 
economy of the country or conserving lives and preventing injuries 
and property damage, that you felt this system of roads was essential ; 
is that correct ? 

General Cray. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurMonp. I presume in making that statement that your 
committee is not necessarily bound or wed to any particular method of 
financing on the question of reimbursing toll roads, if the Senate 
should deem some other system is preferable, is it? 

General Cray. As far as our committee is concerned, Senator, we 
would like to have a highway program that would complete the In- 
terstate System. We think that is vital and essential to the country. 

When it gets to the question of the toll-road reimbursement or the 
reimbursement of the States, our committee made that recommenda- 
tion in full conscience. We would certainly not want to see you destroy 
the opportunity of having an Interstate System completed within 
the next 10 years, and as far as the financing is concerned, it was our 
view that the method which we recommended was the most conserva- 
tive method in which this program could be built. 

There again we would not want, at least I would not want to see 
the question of how this road system was to be financed prevent us 
from having a completed Interstate System in the next 10 years. 

I think it is absolutely vital that we complete that system. 

Senator Gore. General, would it be convenient to you at some future 
time to return for further questioning, if the committee should so 
desire? 

General Ciay. Yes, any time. I am at your service. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. The committee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee was adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 14, 1955 


UnirTep STAates SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PusLic WorKs, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 
Present: Senators Gore, Thurmond, and Kuchel. 
Also present: Delegate Bartlett of the Territory of Alaska. 
Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 
The committee is pleased to have before it this morning Mr. James 
L. Bossemeyer, representing the National Association of Travel 
Organizations. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES L. BOSSEMEYER, REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF TRAVEL ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. Bossemeyer. Gentlemen, my name is James L. Bossemeyer. 
I am executive vice president of the } elional Association of Travel 
Organizations. Our association has headquarters in Washington, 
D. C. We appreciate the privilege of appearing before your com- 
mittee to express our views concerning the steps needed to meet the 
crisis in transportation caused by our inadequate, outmoded, and un- 
safe system of highways. 

Our organization is a nonprofit corporation. The key groups of 
members are the more than 40 State and territorial travel promotion 
offices and more than 60 regional and metropolitan travel promotion 
organizations. These nonprofit organizations supported by public 
funds represent taxpayers throughout the Nation. 

Also affiliated with us are nearly all of the important segments of 
the travel industry. For example, the American Hotel Association 
and many State hotel associations are members. Many leading resorts 
and travel attractions are members. Membership also inc ludes the 
Air Transport Association of America and a number of airlines; four 
regional railroad passenger associations and a number of leading 
passenger carrying railroads; the American Merchant Marine Inst1- 
tute, Inc. and some of its individual shipping lines; the National Bus 
Traffic Association and leading buslines, and a number of its affiliates. 

The American Automobile Association and a number of its affiliates 
and some independent automobile clubs are members. More than a 
hundred magazines and newspapers which feature travel advertising 
and travel articles are members. The list also includes oil companies, 
automobile manufacturers, travel shows, travel agents and other cate- 
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gories of firms and organizations engaged in the promotion, sale and 
servicing of travel. 

There is common agreement that—to quote from the President’s 
Advisory Committee’s report—the existing highway system— 


is inadequate for both current and future needs. It must be improved to meet 
urgent requirements of growing population and an expanding economy. 

We wonder if, in spite of the universal agreement that something must 
be done, very many of us realize just how imperative it is that imme- 
diate, decisive and adequate action be taken. 

The transportation system in the United States of America is some- 
thing special. There is nothing like it anywhere else in the world. 
Our transportation system is one of the things which set this Nation 
apart as the greatest, most productive, most prosperous Nation in the 
world, Compare our transportation facilities with those of any other 
nation and you will find that the comparison between transportation 
facilities and general economic status is closely related. High econ- 
omy—tine transportation, Low economy—poor transportation, In 
spite of our highway crisis the United States presently has a long lead 
in transportation facilities. By the same token, it has a long lead in 
ceneral prosperity. Thus it becomes apparent that whatever ‘the difli- 
culties and whatever the cost, we cannot afford to neglect our highway 
system. 

We want to point out that all roads, streets, and highways are im- 
portant—from the most remote rural lane to the busiest sector of the 
Interstate Highway System. We want to point out that adequate 
highways of all types are as essential to the survival and effectiveness 
of the railroads, airlines, and marine shipping lines as they are to the 
automotive vehicle users, because no movement of persons or goods is 
complete until the final destination is reached. The beginning and 
ending of almost every shipment of goods and almost every move- 
ment of travelers occurs on rubber tires on roads, streets, or highways. 

We want to point out that the people of the United States spend 
nearly $22 billion per year on travel at home and almost $2 billion 
abroad for purposes of business and pleasure. We define travel as 
those movements of persons involving overnight stops away from 
home; 85 percent of the domestic travel moves via the highways. 

If you add to this sum spent by those engaging in travel involving 
overnight stops away from home, the money spent for the myri iads 
of purposes involving less than overnight trips of persons, and then 
edd the money spent in transporting goods i in the United States, some 
idea of the vast extent to which the welfare of our economy depends 
upon the efficient transportation of persons and goods may become 
clear. 

Of the $22 billion spent each year by United States citizens for 
domestic travel, almost $13 billion is spent on interstate tourist travel. 
The rest is spent for business travel and intrastate tourist travel. 
All but four of the States have official State offices whose function is 
to attract tourists from out of the State. Every State wants and needs 
its share of this travel money. It is important. It is new money 
brought in from the outside to bolster the local economy. The tourist 
has become one of the great distributors of wealth in this Nation. 
He needs all types of roads and highways to get to the countless ob- 
jectives which attract him. But, most of all, he needs the Interstate 
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highway network to make it possible to get to all parts of the country 
without undue delay. We strongly endorse the position that the 
Federal Government has the primary responsibility for the develop 
ment of the Interstate highway network up to suitable standards. 

We think that S. 1048 is a good bill, but that it admittedly falls 
short of the current requirements. Let’s put it this way. If S. 104s 
should be adopted, and if at the same time a 5-year embargo on the 
production of all automobiles, trucks, and buses were placed in effect, 
then the improvement in the highway system over the next 5 years 
under the provisions of S. 1048 would go a long way toward meeting 
the needs of the 58 million automotive units now in operation, which 
perforce could not increase because of the embargo. But it would not 
solve the long-range problem. 

We obviously cannot discontinue the manufacture of automotive 
units for 5 years. It would paralyze our economy both through the 
unemployment so created and by the failure to meet the transportation 
needs of our growing population. 

It is our belief that nothing less than the goal set in the reconimenda 
tions of the President’s Advisory Commission, which are incorporated 
in S. 1160, will be adequate. We refer to the need to construct during 
the next 10 years a National System of Interstate Highways up to 
such standards as will produce safe highways adequate to handle traf 
fic needs for the next 20 years, with proportional improvements in 
the other parts of the highway system. 

It has been said that we cannot afford to spend the $54 billion over 
and above the sum that would normally be spent in the next 10 years 
to get our highways up to proper standards. But the question arises: 
Can we afford to make less than an adequate attempt to remedy the 
highway system ? 

To place this program on a pay-as-you-go basis, it is obvious that 
it would be necessary to do two things: (1) Reassess all other Federal 
budget items and channel as much money as possible into the highway 
fund, and (2) levy a special tax or taxes for this puropse. 

The alternative is to provide the funds through corporate financing. 
One way to do this is outlined under the terms of S. 1160. If such a 
plan is adopted, we would like to see the control of it more closely 
vested in the Congress and coordinated with the United States Bureau 
of Public Roads and the State governments. 

Kither way, we are confident that a decisive and adequate program 
will pay off because it will maintain and strengthen our economy. An 
inadequate program will severely retard our economic development 
and will only make the eventual solution of the problem more difficult. 

We regret that we have been unable to make a more definite con- 
tribution toward the problem of financing the program, but we hope 
that some of the thoughts presented will be helpful in reaching the 
final decision. 

Thank you for permitting us to testify. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Bossemeyer, the committee appreciates your 
testimony. Were you present at the hearing when Mr. Koss, president 
of the Associated General Contractors of America, testified that the 
road contractors, the construction contractors, could double their ca- 
pacity next year but he would not suggest that they could double again 
under, I believe, 4 years. 
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Mr. Bossemryer. I was not present but I read that testimony. 

Senator Gore. So you see the need is unlimited, and that we all 
agree, and our ability, or more and better roads, as you have said, 
in all categories, is acknowledged. There are some limiting factors. 
One of them, it seems to me, is how fast can we accelerate the program 
without disturbing highway cost. Do you not feel that the Congress 
must take that into consideration ¢ 

Mr. Bossremeyer. We certainly do, Mr. Chairman. The resolution 
adopted by our members at its last meeting was along that very line, 
namely that we should petition the Congress to make funds available 
in such amount as they could be adequ: ately utilized by available engi- 
neering and construction talent. So I believe our members realized 
last fall, when they were adopting a policy on this matter, that that is 
a very important phase of the question. 

Senator Gorr. You recognize that S. 1048 would approximately 
double the program for the next year ? 

Mr. Bossemryer. Yes: we do recognize that and we feel, as I said, 
that it is a very fine bill. Perhaps if that could be the starting point 
and within 5 years we could devise other means of going ahead from 
there it would be adequate to the situation. 

Senator Gore. You envision 8. 1160 as an answer to the needs of 
the Interstate System ¢ 

Mr. Bossemeyer. If I interpret it right, the fundamental thing it 
would accomplish would be to make a serious attempt to meet the 
Interstate Highway System needs. 

Senator Gore. Assuming for the sake of the discussion that it will 
meet the needs of the Interstate System in the ensuing 10 years, if one 
of the results was a retardation of the normal development of the pri- 
mary, urban, and secondary roads, how would you think we would 
meet those problems, having in mind that only a small part of these 
many millions of automobiles will be using regularly the Interstate 
System ? 

Mr. Bossemeyer. Well, sir, we believe that there has to be a well- 
rounded program. We are so interested in the Interstate System that 
we certainly do not want to get in the position of allowing primary 
and secondary users to make any more emphasis on their needs than 
we see made on those of the Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. Would it be fair to conclude that, in summary, your 
position recommends the best that there is in both bills? 

Mr. Bossemryer. I believe that is true. 

Senator Gorr. Meaning by “best” the most needed roads ? 

Mr. Bossemryer. We are anxious to have the record show the 
important sums of money involved in travel for purposes of business 
and pleasure in the United States. 

Senator Gore. Senator Kuchel? 

Senator Kucue.. I have no questions. I think, Mr. Bossemeyer, 
that your statement is an excellent one and bears witness to 1 of the 4 
reasons which prompted General Clay to speak as he did in favor of 
his committee’s concept of a road-building program. Certainly the 
social aspects of this are not to be minimized. The chairman has pretty 
succinctly stated the problem. We have several avenues that we should 
thoroughly explore and then do the best we can so far as priorities are 

concerned in road building. 
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\side from that I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, | begin to see 
other difficulties. We have legislation not referred to this committee 
which will bear on the revenue end of what we want to do, and correlat- 
ing all these various committee functions into a piece of highway legis- 
lation is an exceedingly difficult chore. 

Mr. Bossemeyer. Mr. Chairman, I have our tabulation of highway 
travel expenditures for the years 1950 through 1953. 

Senator Gore. The committee would like to have that printed if you 
will submit it for the record. 

Mr. Bossemreyer. The 1954 figures are not quite complete, but we do 
know that they are practically identical with 1953. It is the 1953 fig 
ures I was quoting. I would like to leave this for the record. 

Senator Gore. Without objection it will be incorporated in the 
record. 

The committee thanks you, Mr. Bossemeyer. 

(The document referred to above is as follows :) 


Consumer expenditures by United States citizens for all types of travel at 
home and abroad 


Total expenditures by United States citizens for travel, 1950: 
Total interstate tourist travel______.- $11. 189, 929. 000 
Total intrastate tourist travel . 3, 356, 979, 000 


Total domestic tourist travel_ 


atl 14, 546, 908, 000 
Total business travel____- 


siliaieihld 4, 364, O72. 000 


ote: Gomesiic travel... 2... 2.....- 18, 910, 980, 000 
Total expenditures by United States citizens on foreign 
Gre ee 


is ln te z 945, 100, 000 


Total United States consumer expenditures for travel 19, 856, O80, 000 


Total expenditures for United States citizens for travel, 1951: 


Total interstate tourist travel__._._._._.______~ 11, 932, 767, 000 
Total intrastate tourist travel______- 


3, 579, 830, 000 


Total domestic tourist travel___.__________-_- 15, 512. 597. 000 


Tore Pees Gavel... < peti 4, 653. 779, 000 
Total domestic travel_________-- 20, 166, 376, 000 
Total expenditures by United States citizens on foreign 

travel 


aa 938, 600, 000 


Total United States consumer expenditures for travel____ 21, 104, 976, 000 








Total expenditures by United States citizens for travel, 1952: 
Total interstate. tourist: travel_§....._......... = 12, 521, 059, 000 


Total Mtrestate totrist travel.................. ; 3. 76. 318. 000 
Total Gomestic tourist travel_.._£_................- tet 16, 277, 377, 000 
Ian I I i cs sccb sha en ks arineth blesses nimred w 4, 8838, 213, 000 
eo ee A a Le ee 21, 160, 590, 000 
Total expenditures by United States citizens on foreign 

travel 


‘ 1, 200, 000, 000 


Total United States consumer expenditures for travel__.__ 22, 360, 590, 000 
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Consumer erpenditures by United States citizens for all types of travel at 
home and abroad—Continued 


Total expenditures by United States citizens for travel, 1953: 
Total interstate tourist travel “a _...... $12, 834, 433, 000 
2otal tntrastate tourist teavel-..........................-.., . 8,850,200, 08 


Total domestic tourist travel : : ; 16, 684, 763, 000 
Total business travel 5, 005, 429, 000 


Total domestic travel 
Total expenditures by United States citizens on foreign 
travel : 1, 600, 000, 000 


Total United States consumer expenditures for travel____ 23, 290, 192, 000 


HOW THE 1953 CONSUMER EXPENDITURES FOR TRAVEL WERE DISTRIBUTED 


Percent 
Food in restaurants, and food supplies__._....._______ a7 $6, 288, 352, 000 


-/4 
For transportation ; 5, 123, 842, 000 
For accommodations : 4, 890, 940, 000 
Retail purchases, luggage, cameras, clothing, ete 3, 260, 627, 000 
Entertainment, theaters, travel attractions sports, ete_. 11 2, 561, 921, 000 
Services—laundry, cleaners, barbers, ete 5 1, 164, 510, 000 


Senator Gorr. The committee will next hear Mr. 8S. E. Wiseman, 
representing the American Toll Ways Authority. 


STATEMENT OF S. E. WISEMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN 
TOLL WAYS AUTHORITY 


Mr. Wiseman. Mr. Chairman, I want to make a verbal] statement 
at this time, particularly because of the gentleman who just appeared— 
Mr. Bossemeyer. This statement was written before he appeared, of 
course, and we did not know what he was going to say. We want to 
give a thousand percent endorsement of his message here. I went over 
it very carefully. It sort of completes, I think, up to now, a very 
beautiful picture of the highway needs. 

My name is S. E. Wiseman. I am executive director of the Ameri- 
can Toll Ways Authority, a coordinating research organization dedi- 
cated to the earliest possible designation, construction and operation 
of an interregional system of toll ways for the purpose of eliminating 
the hazards and handicaps of ever-increasing traffic congestion in the 
United States. 

We have carefully reviewed and analyzed most of the statements 
presented to this committee to date, also the committee of the previous 
session, and we hasten to state that their findings and proofs are well 
prepared and carefully accurate. We do not wish to add but very little 
supporting data to make the case for a correct approach to the stu- 
pendous problem before your committee. We are grateful to each 
member of the committee, for we believe you are greatiy concerned and 
are determined to initiate once and for all a truly modern transporta- 
tion system that will pass inspection in 1970. Trying to build on a 
faulty foundation constructed with plans and specifications of the 
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77e 


twenties would plunge our transportation into a calamitous detour. 
At this time I want to read the purposes of the authority: 


To study, investigate, and analyze all available matters, things, statistics, 
and laws pertaining to the national defense, civil, economic, and nutritional 
status of the Nation, in order to facilitate through education the elimination of 
present handicaps and hazards on the congested highways in the United States. 
To recommend the designation and construction by the officials of the States 
of an interregional system of toll ways with sufficient width to accommodate 
vehicular traffic and commercial and defense plane landing in case of emergency 
or war. To encourage the construction of the toll ways so that their elevation 
may be used as a device to impound waters for conservation and recreation, 
and thus raise the water level of the Nation in arid sections and drain areas with 
excess land water; to acquire by purchase, gift, or grant such lands and rights- 
of-way as.are necessary for the toll ways and facilities including sufficient 
center division for coaxial, power, light, and communication cables and other 
necessary utility mains for the industrial development of the areas adjacent to 
the toll ways. To transfer to the State Road Commission or Authority all such 
lands acquired as are necessary for such toll ways. To assist each State toll 
road commission or authority in the formulation of financing the cost of con- 
struction and in the collection of tolls of such interregional system of toll ways 
and to do any and all things for each State toll road commission or authority as 
are necessary to be done within the purposes and limitations of the American 
Toll Ways Authority, not inconsistent with the laws of the United States or 
any State. To petition the States that do not have toll roads or commission or 
authority laws to give early consideration to such enactments. ‘To petition the 
Congress to enact such laws as may be necessary to make such toll ways feasible 
if any section or sections of such toll-ways system are found to be in need of 
Federal subsidy to make them self-liquidating. 

In 1947 we set out to get toll-way authority laws enacted by the 
States. One by one many States have been successful and are pro- 
ceeding to project toll ways but have found out that interregional 
coopel ration is necessary and lacking in regard to proper integration. 
The governor is our recognized consultant for the authority in = 
State and as the program develops each one will naturally wield : 
great service to the authority and the public. ‘These governors aoe 
to know the defense needs of our Nation and of necessity look to the 
Congress for a true picture of this most vital necessity. We of the 
authority are realists and States righters, and by the eternals we will 
always want the respective States to change the authority’s recom- 
mendations if they can secure the concurrence from their adjacent 
States and the defense authorities of the Nation. 

As Louisville, Ky., is the population center of North America and 
its meridian pierces the heart of Russia, good thinkers are convinced 
that this gateway to north and south transportation movement should 
be a model for the Nation. An excess-land- acquisition plan for the 
Ways crossings there has been perfected. This plan calls for elevated 
ways with super warehouse-food storage facilities, commercial and 
industrial floor space and acreage to be designed by ramp specialists 
for bomb shelters, momentarily available in case of war. 

Excess-land acquirement : There is necessary for many new in- 
dustries and services including authority clearinghouse facilities and 
educational media for the immediate projection of the toll-way system. 
With this model plan recommended by the authority and accepted by 
the Commonwealth of Kentucky it can then be offered to other metro- 
politan centers for their early consideration and approval. 

There must not be a dumping of traffic at our population centers at 
any one point, for Chicago should have 20 entrances and exits to and 
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from the ways entering and leaving that city, while at least 6 would 
be necessary near W ashington to eliminate the bridge congestion 
here. 

When the public and industry travel they do not want stop and go 
lights: they will travel great mileage to reach a toll way to save time 
and money. We find that 90 percent of through-traffic do not stop in 
cities for goods and services as it is too expensive and increases the 
potenti: al for greater hazards for both owner and insurer. 

Through necessity the authority ey ts a conservation movement 
dedicated to the general welfare of the Nation and the nutrition of its 
people by offering betterments to landowners for and in consideration 
of the future development of the areas the toll ways follow. The 
authority contacts the public. industry, and Government and fanfires 
the imagination of mind so that traveling America can have what it 
needs. 

Where the ways pass near the populated centers the authority will 
encourage the dam-bridging of streams and diversion of waters to 
the centers, thus furnishing unlimited facilities for a fast growing 
economy. Subways of necessity will be numerous and a part of the 
ways. The toll ways must not be a barrier to the landowner or the 
future development of the area traveled. The ways should be rea- 
sonably distant from the populated areas to eliminate the undue 
hardship on the public and private utilities in order to avoid increase 
of rates for utility services. 

Where States are conservation minded our authority invites exten- 
sive land acquirement where dam-bridges can be constructed in the 
ways to impound waters for lakes and adjacent resort and health 
centers. As the ways cross the farms, drains can be placed high in 
the ways to give the farmers numerous ponds and small lakes for and 
in consideration of filling material and rights-of-way concessions. 
Water impounding and diversion of waters along the ways in the 
South and Southwest to the arid iands should be encouraged and made 
a reality asa part of the toll-way system. 

The authority has researched the whole national need and where 
feasibility of certain sections of the ways may not be presently self- 
liquidating, as all the ways must be, the reserve wealth of the Nation 

‘an readily amortize the bonds by grants-in-aid as a national-defense 
apportionment. 

Certain portions of the overall plan may of necessity require a 
number of coordinating actions which the committees of the Congress 
might properly explore to arrive at a careful evaluation of our defense 
needs in relation to the vehicle requirement. Toll ways of proper 
width without overhead restrictions for truck-trailers and buses are 
particularly indicated for future development if unlimited weight 
loads are to be delivered to ways intersections where State-approved 
weight loads can be loaded and dispatched to their local destinations. 
In order to have generated traffic a natural incentive obtains for great 
numbers of industries through their trade associations to pool their 
services and the areas can have quicker delivery of the product of our 
factories as the awakened industrialist locates or moves his industry 
near the ways. 

We hope to have life members of the authority who will render : 
meritorious service to the authority and the Nation by accepting 
preferred assignment near the ways to help generate residential devel- 
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opment with proportioned employment in areas where seasonal em 
ployment is pronounced, particularly in our coal-producing areas. 

In conclusion, we believe an authority should be legalized by the 
Congress so that a well-integrated toll-way system for the Nation can 
immediately take form on a defense basis which will at the same time 
fill = forward need so that we can have a system of toll ways for 
the Nation for 1970 and on and on. This we believe the American 
people will look forward to and we present it at this time for this 
committee and the Congress. 

1 thank you for your interest and assure you, Mr. Chairman, that 
we will be pleased to render every possible service as long as this great 
problem remains unsolved. I thank you. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr. Wiseman. This commit- 
tee appreciates your testimony. 

Do you have something else for the record ¢ 

Mr. Wiseman. If it would be your pleasure, I would like to poe 
for the record a copy of a release to the Sunday papers of July 25 
1954. Also, our extemporaneous statement before the General ( ‘lay 
committee on October 8, 1954, because I was in a travel status and 
had to get in and did not even have time to prepare one. If it is 
your pleasure I would like to have that in the record. 

Here is a copy of a letter to Mr. Henry Ford II, of Dearborn, Michi. 
which very thoroughly, through a process of questions and answers, 
supposedly emanating from him—in other words, the first paragraph 
says: 


If we could elicit a few questions from you, I am sure that you would heartiiy 
endorse and support the program of the above authority, therefore I beg your 
indulgence by this approach to enlighten your interest as though the questions 
I ask were coming from you. 

We find, Mr. Chairman, that that is a very fine approach when you 
do not have the time or the funds or what have you to see leaders of 
industry, commerce, and so forth. I will present it to you for your con- 
sideration. We would like to have it in the record if you so determine. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you. The committee will take under advise 
ment the inclusion of these documents. 

Was your statement before the Clay committee printed in the Clay 
committee hearings ? 

Mr. Wiseman. I am grateful to you, Senator, for asking that. I 
was the last speaker. I don’t know why, maybe because I am Wiseman. 
When they call the roll my name is always last. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Wiseman, Secretary Weeks follows you today 
before this committee. 

Mr. Wiseman. Good. 

Senator Gore. And after him the Secretary of the Tre: asury and the 
Attorney General. So you were not called |: ast this time. 

Mr. Wiseman. I might give youa little—— 

Senator Gore. Was this statement printed / 

Mr. Wiseman. It was not. Through inadvertence they just didn’t 
get it in there. I am sure they didn’t intend to leave it out. If you 
will notice in the C lay committee report, on page 32 I believe it is, they 
listed the organizations that appeared, and of course our name does 
not appear in the list. I called it to the attention of the Senate and 
the House, both, that through inadvertence 
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Senator Gore. Without objection your statement before the Clay 
committee will be included in the record at this point, and the com- 
mittee will take under advisement the printing of your press release 
and your letter to Mr. Ford. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT, OcToBErR 8, 1954, BEFoRE GEN. LUcIUsS CLAY’s HIGHWAY COMMITTEE, 
By S. E. WISEMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN TOLL WAYS AUTHORITY, 
WASHINGTON 13, D. C. 


General CLay. I understand that the American Toll Ways Authority, Mr. 
Wiseman, executive director, has asked permission to make a statement. 

“Mr. WISEMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as it is growing 
late you have before you there this map for an interregional system of toll 
ways for the Nation. We feel that the history of State highways and improved 
roads in this Nation has been misunderstood and applied in many ways that 
was not originally planned. In other words the first laws made provision to 
reach county seats and cities and to come into the State capital. Later the 
system has included municipalities and the freeways of necessity are taking 
multiplied millions of dollars at each location because of the very high real- 
estate values. In many places they have used freeways as an excuse for slum 
clearance, and if this is continued as brought out in the hearings before this 
committee it will take up the big percent of the available money for good roads 
in this Nation. Our surveys and by that I mean testimony presented to the 
congressional committees, and before groups of this character, show beyond a 
reasonable doubt that if this policy is continued we will have less farm-to- 
market highways and other facilities to take care of the defense needs of the 
Nation. 

“This problem we feel should be approached in this manner: that toll ways 
should go near cities and reasonable roads and expressways should come to Lyrae 
For instance, in Chicago, they should have 20 entries to a toll way near that 
city because we find that almost 90 percent of the traffic going through oar cities 
do not stop there and therefore why spend millions of dollars for thoroughfares 
through cities and force that traffic congestion on that particular city when they 
do not and will not stop for services. They have their services out on the main 
roads because they save time and make the transportation less expensive. Now, 
the committee is particularly interested I am sure, on the feasibility of any sys- 
tem of extension of good roads for the Nation that is passed by the Congress and 
we invite your special attention to the possibility of self liquidating projects 
on a private investment basis. Billions of dollars in this country is available as 
reserve wealth that has to be invested each year, each day in fact, and the ques- 
tion resolves itself into this: Shall we use our reserve wealth for the sale of 
used automobiles, washing machines, refrigerators, or shall we apply it to an 
interregional system of toll ways for the Nation to relieve the cities of the 
congestion and to save the very heavy expenditure for expressways for many 
other things that would accrue to the Nation in keeping this excessive traffic 
away from populated centers. 

“I will conclude because we naturally have to present all our facts before the 
committees of Congress and I do want at this time to read the purposes of the 
American Toll Ways Authority and I will hastily do it and thank you. 

“To study, investigate, and analyze all available matters, things, statistics, 
and laws pertaining to the national defense, civil, economic and nutritional 
status of the Nation in order to facilitate through education the elimination of 
present handicaps and hazards on the congested highways in the United States. 
To recommend the designation and construction by the officials of the States of 
an interregional system of toll ways with sufficient width to accommodate vehic- 
ular traffic and commercial and defense plane landing in case of emergency or 
war. To encourage the construction of the toll ways so that their elevation may 
be used as a device to impound waters for conservation and recreation, and 
thus raise the water level of the Nation in arid sections and drain areas with 
excess land water. To acquire by purchase, gift, or grant such lands and rights- 
of-way as are necessary for the toll ways and facilities including sufficient cen- 
ter division for coaxial, power, light, and communication cables and other neces- 
sary utility mains for the industrial development of the areas adjacent to the toll 
ways. To transfer to the State road commission or authority all such lands as 
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acquired as are necessary for such toll ways. To assist each State toll road 
commission or authority in the formulation of system of financing the cost of 
construction and in the collection of tolls of such interregional system of toll 
ways and to do any and all things for each State toll road commission or authority 
as are necessary to be done within the purposes and limitations of the American 
Toll Ways Authority, not inconsistent with the laws of the United States or 
any State. To petition the States that do not have toll road or commission or 
authority laws to give early consideration to such enactments. To petition the 
Congress to enact such laws as may be necessary to make such toll ways feasible 
if any section or sections of such toll ways system are found to be in need of 
Federal subsidy to make them self-liquidating. 

“We can have 10, 20-, 30-, 40-, and 50-year bonds and in those sections of 
defense system, I mean of toll ways that are so vitally needed in this Nation, 
the Federal Government can subsidize those sections that are sparsely settled 
and we can have a system of toll ways for the Nation for 1970 and on and on 
That we believe is something that the American people is looking forward to and 
we present it at this time for consideration of this committee and the Nation and 
I thank you.” 

General CLay. Thank you, Mr. Wiseman. Are there any questions? 


(The release referred to is as follows:) 


LovISVILLE, Ky., July 25, 1954—In the wake of President Eisenhower's recent 
announcement recommending a $50-billion highway construction program, the 
American Toll Ways Authority, which will have national headquarters here, re 
vealed today its plans for a nationwide system of toll roads which would serve 
the needs of the Nation on a self-liquidating basis. 

The plan envisions a great network of superhighways to be built and main 
tained by State toll ways commissions of the States through which they pass 
J. H. Wilson, Indianapolis real estate and insurance man and spokesman for the 
authority, said the plan had its inception in 1947 when a small group of good-road 
enthusiasts set out quietly to get toll way laws enacted by the States. Many 
States now have such laws but others must enact them before the interregional 
cooperation necessary to make the plan effective can be achieved 

The American Toll Ways Authority will assist the States in the fields of re 
search, planning, and coordination in developing the highway network as well as 
in the acquisition of rights-of-way, arranging financing, and multiple other prob- 
lems and details involved. The plan contemplates not only highway construc- 
tion, but also bridge-dams to impound water for conservation and recreation, 
underground warehouses for storage of food and other shipments of truckers, and 
other facilities to serve users of the toll ways. Through contacts with Govern- 
ment, industry, and the public, the authority will be able to recommend to the 
State commission the safest, most practical and best serving rights-of-way. 

Mr. Wilson said Louisville was selected as national headquarters for the au 
thority since it is the population center of North America and the gateway to 
the South. He said a model plan has been perfected for the Louisville area, 
including land acquisition, ways crossings, warehouses Which could serve as bomb 
shelters in an emergency, and for provision of goods and services required by toll 
way patrons. 

“While highway safety and utility is our primary objective, many other valu 
able improvements will accure to the local communities, the States and the Na- 
tion,” Mr. Wilson said. “Not the least of these is water conservation and diver 
sion to prevent floods and bring water to arid areas of the country. We will 
encourage such projects as the ways develop, coordinating and fitting each into 
the overall plan. 

“Another important consideration is the value of such a comprehensive high 
way network to the national defense. Toll ways in certain sections, particularly 
in the western part of the country, which perhaps could not be made self- 
liquidating, are fully justifiable from a national defense standpoint,’ Wilson 
asserted. 

A bill has been drawn up and will be presented to Congress in January to in 
corporate the American Toll Ways Authority on a national basis. 


Mr. Wiseman. I will answer any questions if you have any, sir. 

Senator Gorr. I believe I have none just now. The committee 
thanks you. 

Mr. Wiseman. We will be happy to appear at any time at your 
pleasure. 
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Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

The committee is pleased to have before us Mr. Irving Reed, high- 
way engineer of Al: ct 

The committee is very happy to see you accompanied, Mr. Reed, by 
Delegate Bartlett who labors arduously and effectively for the Terri- 
tory which he has the honor to represent. 


STATEMENT OF IRVING REED, HIGHWAY ENGINEER OF THE 
TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


Mr. Reep. I realize that and feel that you have done me a great 
honor to hear me. LI appreciate Delegate Bartlett bringing me up here 
to talk to you. What I want to do is to put the case of Alaska before 
you, to see if we can't get some of the money, if there is money avail- 
able, for roads on the President’s 10-year highway program. 

I have a map here which shows all the roads in Alaska so far that 
have been built. Also, I have a map showing the proposed roads of 
the Alaska Road Commission which are to be reconstructed if the 
commission gets money on this program. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Bartlett, what is the condition of the highway 
from the United States to Alaska now ? 

Mr. Bartverr. Fairly good, Mr. Chairman, The road is kept open 
the year round. That portion within Canada, which is the main part 
of the highways with respect to mileage, is maintained by the Canadian 
Army. It isa wide, graveled road. 

Most of the mileage within Alaska is paved. The road is used not 
only by tourists for pleasure driving but by trucking services and fills 
a very important need in respect to overland transportation. It is 
expected that the many thousands of persons who travel there annu- 
ally by car will be increased because of the fact that the one American 
carrier serving Alaska by steamship has discontinued as of last year 
its passenger service. So that leaves only the Alaska Highway and 
the airplane as a means of getting to and from the Territory. 

Senator Gore. What is the volume of traffic on the highway now? 

Mr. Reep. I would say roughly 60,000 cars and better than 100,000 
people coming in and out. I can get those exact figures. If the com- 
mittee wants them I can send them to Mr. Bartlett for you. 

This Alaska Highway is a very necessary connection in case there 
is ever need for military action by the United States. The road has to 
be kept up. What we people in Alaska would like to do is to have this 
road extended to the Seward Peninsula. We would also like to see the 
highway in Canada considered as part of the Interstate System. I 
believe in the Clay report to the President the Federal Government 
would be held responsible for interstate roads. To stretch this point a 
bit I would like to see the Canadians helped out in paving that highway 
on a military basis, particularly since national defense is practically 
the only reason roads have been paved in Alaska. To have a missing 
link in Canada unpaved doesn’t seem very logical. 

Of course I am not a military man and, of course, I cannot speak 
for the military. However, it seems to me it would be logical to think 
that since there is a big air base at Galena, which is halfw ay to Nome, 
if the road was continued to Nome that base could be serviced by such 
a road. The Alaska Highway considered as an interstate road would 
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then be continued on to Nome. Also I would like to see the Canadians 
helped out in some way to improve their road. 

Senator Gore. What mileage would be involved in extending the 
interstate road, if that is the proper designation, to Nome ‘ 

Mr. Reep. I surveyed that several times for the Army by air. It is 
roughly about 680 miles. 

Senator Gore. No road exists there now ¢ 

Mr. Reep. No road exists. I started to build a road last summer 
from Nome east. This summer I intend starting to build from the 
other end west. But I can’t build a mile of road in Alaska on the public 
domain without the consent of the Federal Government through the 
Alaska Road Commission. Although they have always taken a very 
nice attitude and cooperated with me in every way I am stopped if 
they want to stop me. 

Senator Gore. You haven't been stopped 4 

Mr. Rerep. No, I haven't been ident They have done everything 
they could to encourage me. As to the road out of Nome I put all I 
could into it. I put in $80,000 and that kept construction going. 

Senator Gorr. How many miles did that build ¢ 

Mr. Reep. That is out about 25 miles from Nome. The Alaska Road 
Commission had been gradually extending this road year by year. It 
was 16 miles out when I was a boy in Nome. It has reached about 25 
miles now. I was able to shove it through 2 or 3 miles by that $30,000 
last year. This year I am intending to put a quarter of a million 
dollars in it. 

Senator Gore. Out from Nome / 

Mr. Reep. Out from Nome, yes. 

Senator Gore. That will add considerable mileage. won't it ? 

Mr. Reep. That will add considerable mileage. The thing is that 
the Seward Peninsula is a very highly mineralized country. We had 
a little narrow gage tramline that ran out of Nome 90 miles and just 
went to pieces. From the end of that tramline there is a road which 
just ends no place. It runs from the gold mines down to the tramline. 
If I can meet that road in the next 2 years I will be doing well. This 
road will tie the central part of the Seward Peninsula to Nome. From 
the end of the road on, any new road will be going toward Fairbanks. 

Senator Gore. You would like the Clay plan to be expanded to 
include that ? 

Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Would you want to make that according to the 
standards of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Reep. No, I think that should be just a two-lane highway. We 
don’t care what kind of a highway it is, as long as we can get by. 
Interstate Systems are mostly 4-lane, I understand, from the Clay 
report, although part of those systems will be 2-lane. No road in 
A aska yet has been a standard two-lane highway. They are all No. 
2 roads. Even the paved roads are not standard roads. 

If we got just a gravel road to Nome we would be certainly happy. 
With the little bit I can do with my meager funds I can shove it ahead 
gradually year by year. There are no matching funds for such road 
construction in Alaska. If I put the road in it is Alaska’s sole 

responsibility. 

Senator Gore. From what source do you get your funds? 

Mr. Reep. My funds come from the gas tax. 
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Senator Gore. In Alaska ? 

Mr. Reep. In Alaska, yes. 

Senator Gore. Appropriated by your Territorial legislature? 

Mr. Reep. It comes to me as a revolving fund, set up by the Ter- 
ritorial legislature. 

Senator Gore. There is no matching program of highways ? 

Mr. Reep. That is right, there is no matching program. For in- 
stance, on the Copper Mine Highway which is one of the highways 
were money has been put in by the United States Government to save 
the bridges of the old Copper Mine Railroad, the Bureau of Public 
Roads is asking my department to put up $100,000 to save the bridges 
in the Chugac +h National Forest. They have no money to do that 
work, They say these bridges will go to pieces unless money is put 
up by Alaska. "There are no matching funds at all. So I feel kind 
of frustrated. There is no plan at all. Iam just dishing out money 
to them to use in this or that way. They come to me and say: “We 
want some money for this” and there is no specific plan or guaranty 
as to how the money is to be used, although it has always been used to 
the best advantage. 

Mr. Barrierr. Mr. Chairman, could I intervene to say a word ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Barrierr. I know you are thoroughly familiar with the situ- 
ation, for one reason because of your former membership on the House 
Appropriations Committee. But for the sake of the record I might 
add that Alaska is the only political subdivision in the United States 
that is not included within the Federal highway-aid acts. Outside of 
the national forests all our roads are built by the Alaska Road Com- 
mission, an agency of the Interior Department. 

Until the post-World War IT period there was practically, I think 
Mr. Reed will agree with this statement, an annual appropriation to 
suflice only for maintenance and some very minimum extensions. 
When efforts were made to have Alaska included within the frame- 
work of the recommendations of the Clay committee we were told that 
that couldn’t be done because we weren’t within the Federal highway- 
aid system and of course failure to include Alaska in that system is 
the principal reason, I think all of us would agree, as to why we have 
a very low road mileage in 1955. Yet we can’t come within the pro- 
gram for expansion of the road system because we aren’t within the 
Federal road program now. We are trapped, in other words. 

That is the principal reason, I should judge, that brought Mr. Reed, 
our Alaska highway engineer. before you at this time. 

Senator Gorr. So neither S. 1048 nor S. 1160 would benefit Alaska ? 

Mr. Reep. That is right. 

Senator Gore. You receive your funds through a different medium, 
the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Barrierr. The direct appropriation, supplemented as Mr. Reed 
said, by voluntary contributions on his part to the Alaska Road Com- 
mission which actually does the construction work for him. 

Mr. Reep. The law says that they were allowed to take funds, and 
they are to be integr ated with the Federal funds and expended on the 
projects design: ated, 

Senator Gore. Specifically your request of this committee is that 
the road law be amended to include the Territory of Alaska in any 
expanded road program ¢ 
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Mr. Reep. That is right. I have letters from the civil defense head 
in Alaska showing that it is necessary that this expansion be under 
taken in order to evacuate the people in time of trouble. Particularly 
he is very much interested in the Haines Highway cutoff from the 
Alaska Highway down to the town of Haines. The American side is 
paved but the Canadian side is not paved. It is an unimproved 
pioneer road. They don’t keep it open during the winter. 

In case of trouble there would be a terrible jam. He wants to be 
sure that road will be kept open and, if possible, to help the Canadians 
out in some way, to relocate it and make a paved road out of it. It is 
in terrible shape now. Even though there is an army pipeline for 
gasoline and other fuel products going into Alaska, ihe « ‘anadians 
refuse to keep it open during the winter. It is impossible the way the 
road is laid out at present to keep it open in the winter. 

I also have a letter from the Department of the Interior Reindeer 
Service which says that if this Alaska Highway is continued on to 
Nome not only will it benefit Alaska and that great area along the 
Koyukuk River in which they are now drilling for “oil but it will benefit 
the reindeer industry of the Seward Peninsula. In fact, it will 
right through the heart of the reindeer grazing ground. 

These poor Eskimo people, we have educated them, we have brought 
them up to our standard of living, and they now haven't any way 
of making a living when defense construction stops. The reindeer in- 
dustry is their out. The rest of Alaska will absorb all the reindeer 
meat they can produce if they have any way of getting it on the mar- 
ket by truck over a highway. 

Also, they have overgrazed the lands near the coast and it is so 
difficult to get back in the interior that their reindeer indus try can’t 
expand. There is no way of getting their supplies back in to eas so 
as to keep the reindeer on the enormous ranges that are in the interior. 

I think I should read that letter to you, Senator Gore. It might be 
of general interest here if you would like it read. 

Senator Gore. Without objection the letter will be included in the 
record. 

(The letter is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
ALASKA NATIVE SERVICE, 
Juneau, Alaska, March 4, 1955. 
Mr. Irvine REED, 
Territorial Highway Engineer, 
Territorial Office Building, Juneau, Alaska. 

Dear Sir: This has reference to our discussions in regard to the need for road 
construction in the second and fourth judicial divisions in Alaska, especially a 
road from Fairbanks to Nome to expedite the development and utilization of the 
resources in the areas not present accessible. 

I am confident that a road from Fairbanks to Nome, with the access roads 
which would eventually be constructed, would result in a considerable increase 
in the number of tourists coming to Alaska by car who would drive on to Nome 
and thus increase the business there. Without doubt, prospecting for minerals 
would increase tremendously along the road and adjacent areas, as supplies, 
equipment, and camp gear could be moved over the road by trucks and trailers 
without the tremendous costs now involved in getting needed supplies and equip- 
ment into the remote areas. By reducing the cost of transporting the minerals 
from mines to centers for processing, it would be possible to exploit deposits 
which would otherwise be unprofitable to develop. 

I am primarily interested in the development of the reindeer industry, and I 
can see where roads would be of considerable assistance in furthering the expan- 
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sion of the reindeer industry in Alaska. Roads would materially reduce the cost 
of moving reindeer meat to markets by making it possible for an owner to estab- 
lish a slaughter site by a road and have the meat picked up by truck and moved 
directly to the purchaser's place of business. The rate per pound for trans- 
portation would be less, and the operators would be able to sell more reindeer 
meat by getting a wider distribution of the meat in Alaska. I think the most 
important benefit to the reindeer industry would be to make it possible for pres- 
ent or new owners to move into areas of virgin feed with their herds. In the 
past and for the present, if herds are placed far inland from the coasts or in the 
interior, the operator is immediately confronted with the problems of getting sup 
plies and equipment to the herds and in moving meat to the market. Moving : 
lot of supplies 20 to 30 miles inland by dog teams or airplane during the winter 
can involve a lot of hard work and at times considerable expense. Small boats 
can be used at some herds during the summer to get supplies near the winter 
range, but other herds are not so favorably located. These conditions contributed 
to the serious overgrazing which occurred along the coasts of the Bering Sea 
and Arctic Ocean several years ago when there were great numbers of reindeer 
in Alaska. It was too difficult and expensive in some areas to hold herds inland 
from the coasts. 

The greater portion of the slaughtering is done in the fall and winter after 
freezeup, and some herds must move their meat by dog teams to a location where 
it can be picked up and moved by airplane to the purchasers; others can have 
meat picked up by plane at the place of slaughter. At some herds the cost of 
transportation per pound of meat amounts to as much as 10 cents to 20 per pound 
from the herd to the purchaser. It costs around 18 to 20 cents per pound to 
ship reindeer meat from the Kotzebue herds ot Anchorage. The owners cannot 
profitably sell their meat at prices which would put it into Anchorage at a cost 
competitive with beef where the transportation costs are so high. 

Sincerely yours, 
DALE M. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director of Resources. 


Mr. Reep. This is a letter from Mr. Pomeroy, director of the de- 
partment of civil defense, Territory of Alaska, who shows that any- 


thing that can be done to help the Canadians out in making the Haines 

Highw: ay fit to travel on at all seasons of the year, and also the Alaska 

Highway through Canada, which is kept open, however, but which 

should be a paved highway, would be of tremendous help in evacuating 

people in case of war. I would like to put this in the record also, 
Senator Gore. Without objection, it will be printed in the record. 
(The letter is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL DEFENSE, 
TERRITORY OF ALASKA, 
Juneau, Alaska, March 12, 1955. 
Mr. Irvine REEp, 
Highway Engineer, Office of the Highway Engineer, 
Juneau, Alaska. 

DeaR Mr. REED: This is to summarize my oral statements to you concerning 
the significance of improved road access to Alasks 

The Anchorage and Fairbanks urban areas and communities immediately 
tributary thereto contain two-thirds of the population of Alaska, exclusive of 
military personnel. These areas are 800 miles and about 100 minutes from the 
Soviet airbases on the Chukotski Peninsula. 

We must assume the outbreak of war would be without warning and that 
the civilian populations of the Anchorage and Fairbanks urban areas would be 
adversely affected by reason of proximity to the huge military establishments. 
We must also assume that simultaneously the United States and, particularly, 
the principal United States ports for Alaska water traffic, Seattle and Portland, 
would be so involved that Alaska would be cut off from water supply for an 
indefinite time and also that it would not make sense to attempt to evacuate 
civilians from Alaska by water, if at all. 

In these circumstances improved highway access is of major concern. The 
Alaska Highway into Canada, and the Haines cutoff, would be critically impor- 
tant, both for emergency movement of people and as routes for supply. At the 
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present it is necessary to assume breakup and freezeup periods during which 
there could be little or no traffic, and to designate the Haines cutoff as only 
seasonally available. 

Adding civilian requirements to the huge military burden which the highways 
would have to bear causes us to be most anxiously concerned over any improve 
ments which will increase the capacity of our highway access, including the 
establishment of additional connections and routes 

Hundreds of millions of dollars have been committed in Alaska to the outer 
military defenses for the United States and more is currently being spent. 
Improvements to add to the capacity of our highway access could well be criti 
cally important. 

It may be unfortunate that we have to pile civilian requirements on top of 
military requirements which would extend all means of transport to the limit 
of capacity. However, the problem would exist in the critical period on outbreak 
of war and, unfortunately, total requirements in food, fuel, and other essential 
civilian supplies must be imported, except for very minor agricultural production 

Sincerely, 


HaARoup E. PoMeroy, Director 

Mr. Reep. I don’t know anyth ing else that I can say except that I 
have here the Alaska road commission's plan for their construction if 
Alaska gets on the President’s program. Their plan is to relieve the 
terrible situation now existing on a second class road and a two-lane 
highway, between these great military bases, which is killing people 

right and left all the time, both in Fairbanks and Anchorage. They 
want, if they get on this program, to make that highway a four-lane 
highway. 

Senator Gore. What mileage is involved / 

Mr. Reep. They have only about 30 miles involved, but it should be 
extended because at Big Delta the Armed Forces are now developing 
a great airplane base. That four-lane highway should be extended 
for about 110 miles. 

In Anchorage the four-lane highway should be extended to Palmer. 
The Alaska Road Commission has only planned it half way, with a 
standard two-lane class 1 highway the rest of the way. T think it 
should be a four-lane highway because people are being killed on that 
road right and left. I have driven it a lot of times. You just can’t 
imagine the congestion. Anybody driving in Fairbanks or Anchorage 
can drive any place in the world. It is just a madhouse. 

Senator Gore. Including Washington ? 

Mr. Reep. Traffic here is simple. It is easy. I could drive here al- 
most with my eyes closed. 

Mr. Bartierr. One good thing about the Alaska highways, Mr. 
Chairman, is that they ‘don’t have the circles we find in Washington. 

Senator Gorr. How much money is the Department of the Interior 
spending annually on highway construction in Alaska ? 

Mr. Reep. In 1955 they are going to spend $8,000,000. 1954, they 
spent $14,600,000. 19% 53. $17.000.000. 1952, $20,000,000. 1951, 
$20,900,000. 

Senator Gore. You mean it is going downhill ? 

Mr. Reep. It is going down. 

Senator Gore. What is your explanation for that 

Mr. Reep. The money is appropriated by the Congress, and 
Congress 

Senator Corr. You didn’t request it that way / 

Mr. Reep. No, we didn’t ask for that. And the Road Commission 
didn’t ask for it that way. The Road Commission is not allowed to 
put any primary roads in, that is trunkline roads. They are only al- 
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lowed to put secondary—access and feeder roads in. I think that pro- 
gram is wrong. I think the road commission should put the trunkline 
roads in and leave the access and feeder roads to the ‘Territory. We 
can take care of them if this program is reversed. It is just the cart 
before the horse. 

Senator Gore. Do you concur with that, Mr. Bartlett ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I would accede to Mr. Reed’s judgment in that. I 
would like to add if I might, that as recently as 1947, Mr. Chairman, 
there was appropriated for the use of the Alaska Road Commission 
the sum for construction of $3,790,000. That increased very greatly 
in the several succeeding years, but there was only one reason for the 
increase. It wasn’t so that Alaska might have a functional system 
of highways and extend some of the existing highways; it was because 
the military made representations to the Dep: tment of the Interior 
and to the Congress to the effect that highways existing would have 
to be brought up to a much better stand: rd for the use of the militar Vv 
in the event of an emergency. 

Those programs have in the main been completed. That is why the 
appropriations—that is one reason why the appropriations have gone 
down so steadily and so radically, even drastically. The fact is ‘that 
today we face a situation where not one new highway is under con- 
struction in the entire Territory of Alaska. 

So I foresee a situation, if this continues, where within a few years 
we will be back in exactly the same situation as we were for over 20 
years when substantially only maintenance money was appropriated 
for the highway system of Alaska. 

Mr. Rerp. I can remember back in the thirties where we got $800,000 
which barely took care of maintenance. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Reed, the committee appreciates your appear- 
ance. I don’t know what the committee will wish to do about this. 
We will be conferring with Delegate Bartlett. I am certainly more 
conversant and cognizant of the problem by reason of your appearance. 

Mr. Reep. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Does the Territory, in your opinion, wish to come 
within the Federal highway-aid program? 

Mr. Reep. In case we get statehood, yes. I don’t think we are quite 
ready for it unless we get statehood. 

Senaotr Gorr. How would you be more ready for it with statehood ? 

Mr. Reep. We would have the disposition of all our resources, 
which we haven’t got now. We could take advantage of that and be 
in a position to do the maintenance work that we have on the roads 
now. Of course we can do it now but if Alaska came in under that 
formula we would put in 13 percent and the Federal Government would 
put in 87 percent. 

Senator Gore. Because of the public lands? 

Mr. Reep. Yes; on account of public lands on the present formula. 
I think if we came in now there should be some provision made for 
an extension of the maintenance work over several years in order to 
ease the burden on the Territory until the population gets better 
adjusted to the expense. 

Another thing is that we haven’t any counties. We are forbidden 
by Federal law to have counties. There is nothing to take the slack 
of the maintenance on these things as in Hawaii. It all comes back 
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on the Territorial government. That is something that Congress 
should adjust, I think. 

Even if we don’t get statehood we should have counties, at least, 
because there is nothing to absorb the difference between the cities and 
the Territory. We should have an intermediate government in there 
which we haven't got, and it wouldn’t cost the Federal Government 
any more to do it. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Reed. 

The committee will stand adjourned until Wednesday at 10 o'clock, 

(A supplemental statement by Mr. Reed is as follows: ) 


TERRITORY OF ALASKA, 
OFFICE OF HIGHWAY ENGINEER, 
Juneau, Alaska, April 1, 1955. 

At the request of Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Delegate to Congress from Alaska, I 
testitied before the Senate Committee on Public Works on March 14, 1955, on 
the inclusion of the Territory of Alaska in the President's 10-year road program, 
if the said program were adopted by the Congress. 

At the conclusion of the taking of the aforesaid testimony, Hon. Senator 
Albert Gore of Tennessee requested that the matter of the inclusion of the 
Territory of Alaska in the President’s road program be briefed in a report to 
the Senate committee. 

I therefore have the honor to present to the Senate Committee on Public 
Works, this brief report on the inclusion of the Territory of Alaska in the 
President’s 10-year road program. 

Respectfully submitted. 

InvInG ReEep, 
Territorial Highway Engineer. 


BriEF REPORT ON REASONS FOR PLACING THE TERRITORY OF ALASKA UNDER THE 
PRESIDENT’S 10-YEAR ROAD PROGRAM 


In accordance with the wishes of the Senate Public Works Committee as 
expressed to me when I testified on March 14, 1955, concerning the bringing of 
the Territory of Alaska in under the President’s 10-year road program if such 
a program is adopted by Congress, I am hereby submitting a brief report out- 
lining the possible extent of Alaska’s share in the aforesaid program and the 
reasons for the Territory’s participation in the program. 

The participation of the Territory of Alaska in the President’s 10-year road 
program falls into three categories : 

Category A: The construction of 4lane highways through the Anchorage and 
Fairbanks municipal areas from the great military bases and the improvement 
of 2-lane highways in connection with these bases. This category could be con- 
sidered as coming under the heading “Controlled Access Highways” as set 
forth on page 21 and, particularly, on page 22 of the report to the president by 
the President’s Advisory Committee on a National Highway Program (Clay 
Committee report), and also as set forth on page 31, section 3, of the same 
report. 

Category B: The construction and continuation of the Alaska and Richard- 
son Highways on to Nome. This category could be considered as coming under 
the heading “Federal Domain Roads” on page 25 and also under the heading 
“Interstate Network” (or “Interstate Highway System”) as set forth on page 
31, section 1, of the aforesaid President’s Advisory Committee’s report. 

Category C: The construction and hard-surfacing for military use and civilian 
defense of roads lying mainly in northwestern Canada. The building and 
rehabilitation of many of these roads would necessitate negotiations and treaties 
with Canada. This category would come under the heading “Civil Defense 
Aspects” as set forth on page 9 of the aforesaid President’s Advisory Committee’s 
report. 
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Considering of the foregoing categories is as follows: 
Category A 


Plans for road improvements under this category have been drawn by the 
Alaska Road Commission. However the office of the Territorial highway en- 
gineer, although agreeing in general with these plans, does not believe them to be 
broad enough in the scope to meet immediate future needs of population and 
military growth. This category falls into two geographic sections which will 
be considered separately. 


SECTION I—ANCHORAGE AREA 


1. Reconstruction of Glenn Highway and the Seward-Anchorage Highway 
from Palmer to Potter through the Glenn Bypass to a four-lane standard paved 
highway. Estimated cost: $8,900,000. 

2. Improvement of the Glenn Highway from Sutton to Palmer to a two-lane 
standard paved highway. Estimated cost : $2,420,000. 

3. Reconstruction of C Street, Northern Lights Boulevard, Spenard Road 
through Anchorage from Government Hill to the International Express Airport 
to a four-lane standard paved highway. Estimated cost : $7,500,000. 

4. Construction of a two-lane standard paved highway from the military gate 
on Government Hill along the east shore of Cook Inlet through the West Spenard 
area to a junction with No. 3 above near Lake Spenard. Estimated cost: 
$1,150,000. 

5. Improvement of the existing Spenard Road to a two-lane standard paved 
highway, including L Street to Fourth Avenue and an overpass at the crossing of 
the Alaska Railroad from the north end of L Street to Fireweed Lane. Esti 
mated cost: $900,000, 

6. Improvement of the existing Fireweed Lane to a two-lane standard paved 
highway from the Seward-Anchorage Highway to Spenard Road. Estimated 
cost : $180,000. 

7. Improvement of the International Airport road to a two-lane standard paved 
highway from the Seward-Anchorage Highway to an intersection with No. 3 
above. Estimated cost: $340,000. 

8. Reconstruction to a four-lane standard paved highway of the existing 
Fourth Avenue-North K Street-Post Road from Gambell Street (Seward-Anchor- 
age Highway) to Elmendorf Air Force Base. Estimated cost $510,000. 

Total estimated cost of section I, Anchorage area : $21,900,000. 


SECTION II-—-FAIRBANKS AREA 


1. Improvement of the existing Richardson Highway to a four-lane standard 
paved highway from the airport road to Big Delta Air Force Base. Estimated 
cost : $28,850,000. 

2. Construction of a four-lane standard paved highway north along the west 
boundary of Ladd Field Military Reservation (Ladd Air Force Base) to Gaffney 
Road thence northeast to the south end of Clay Street, thence along Clay Street 
across the new Chena Bridge to an intersection with Minnie Street. Estimated 
cost : $1,100,000. 

3. Improvement of Third Street through Graehl and Hamilton Acres to a four- 
lane standard paved highway from the Graeh] Road at the east end of Minnie 
Street to Trainer Gate at Ladd Air Force Base. Estimated cost : $620,000. 

4. Improvement of the Ester and Graehl Roads to a four-lane standard paved 
highway from the east end of Minnie Street and the west end of Third Street 
to the junction with the Farmer’s Loop Road at College. Estimated cost: 
$1,176,000. 

5. Improvement of the Trainer Gate Road and the Steese Highway to a two- 
lane standard paved highway from Trainer Gate to Ladd Airforce Base at 
Chatanika. Estimated cost: $7,100,000. 

Total estimated cost of section IIT, Fairbanks area: $38,840,000. 

Total estimated cost of all items in category A: $60,740,000. 

As stated before, preliminary plans for most of the items in category A have 
been prepared by the Alaska Road Commission. An extension in the scope of 
these preliminary plans has been included in the above. 

The impact from the construction of the great bases of the Armed Forces has 
put a great strain on main-road systems in Alaska. When these road systems 
were designed several years ago, no realization could be had of the tremendous 
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tonnages and great numbers of motor vehicles which would pass over these two 
lane asphaltic concrete secondary standard highways with only 2 foot or less 
shoulders, in a comparatively short time in the future. The breaking down of 
these roads, particularly along the sections listed for improvement in this cate 
gory A, should be the concern of all the people of the United States since ordi 
nary automobile casualties and loss of life are probably higher per motor vehicle 
in Alaska than in any other place under the American flag 


Category B 


The continuation of the Alaska and Richardson Highways on to Nome on 
Seward Peninsula is a logical trunk-line highway for all of Alaska. A glance at 
the map will show that a highway starting at the Canadian-Alaskan boundary 
and continuing over the Alaska and Richardson Highways to Fairbanks and then 
to Nome, would constitute a trunk line to which all other main connecting roads, 
such as the Glenn, Steese, Richardson, and Taylor Highways, would be feeder 
roads, Future roads to the Kuskokwim Valley, to Point Barrow and the oil and 
gas fields of Naval Petroleum Reserve No, 4, to the placer gold deposits of the 
Zane Hills, and through Teller to the tin fields of Seward Peninsula would all be 
feeder roads to this same trunk-line highway. 

The trunk-line highway itself would pass through or near the potential oil 
fields of the lower Koyukuk and Yukon Valleys. Galena on the Yukon River, 
near which are installations of the Armed Forces, is a little over halfway between 
Fairbanks and Nome. This trunk-line highway would serve such installations as 
well as the CAA Airfield at Tanana and the airstrips at Livengood and Manley 
Hot Springs. The highway would also serve by feeder roads such other installa 
tions of the Armed Forces as might be established in advanced positions in north 
western Alaska and Seward Peninsula. 

The Eskimo people of western Alaska north of the Yukon River through 3 and, 
in some cases, 4 generations have been receiving a standard American-school 
education. Besides being a very fine upstanding people naturally, they are loyal 
Americans with the same citizen rights as other Alaskans. Even if land and sea 
game were not in the present depleted status, it would be impossible to force the 
Eskimo people back to their primitive former life. When the present construc 
tion period inaugurated by the Armed Forces comes to an end, a very large sec 
tion of the Eskimo people will be without means of livelihood. Some start has 
been made for a few of them to make a self-employed living in the Kobuk River 
Valley by the mining and manufacturing of jade into articles for the tourist trade 
Also a few others manufacture fur and ivory articles for the tourist trade and 
do market gardening, particularly at Unalakleet. The mining industry, particu 
larly gold placer mining, absorbs most of the employed Eskimos besides a few 
who hold various clerical positions. However, the majority of the Eskimo people 
will be forced to migrate (as is even now happening to many of them as the afore 
said construction work gradually closes down) to the larger Alaskan cities to 
form a slum ¢lass, or the Federal and Territorial Governments will have to 
degrade these fine, proud, and willing people by placing them on a permanent 
dole. 

At the present the quickest and best solution of the above problem of the 
Eskimo people is the revival of the reindeer industry. The reindeer industry 
up to the 1930’s had expanded with an unprecedented rate in western Alaska 
and bid fair to become the main support of the Eskimo people in that area. Due 
to lack of market, the depletion of the grazing grounds near the western coast 
and possibly certain administrative policies which have now been corrected, 
the reindeer industry practically disappeared except in a few areas near local 
markets. Central and southeastern Alaska with a growing population will be 
able to use all the reindeer meat that the reindeer industry can produce provided 
such meat is placed on the market quickly and cheaply by trucking. However, 
due to the aforesaid depletion of the grazing lands, the industry will have to 
revive and expand on those great areas of untouched rich grazing lands away 
from the coast. The reason these grazing lands have been left practically unused 
is because of the difficulties and expense of transporting supplies to the herders 
over such long distances. In those cases when these inland areas were used the 
long drives to market or to abattoirs for slaughtering and shipping so emaciated 
the animals as to make such drives uneconomical. If the reindeer herds can be 
driven short distances for slaughtering, and the carcasses picked up at short 
intervals by truck and hauled to Fairbanks and Anchorage, the problem of the 
revival of the reindeer industry and employment of the Eskimo people of 
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western Alaska north of the Yukon River is solved. The trunkline highway 
outlined above is the means of that solution. 

The approximate length of the above-described trunkline highway would be 
from 650 to 700 miles depending on the most feasible route chosen. Since the 
highway would be mainly a supply and tourist route with not too heavy traffic, 
a two-lane highway with crushed rock or gravel surfacing should be built until 
future conditions would warrant a higher standard. The Yukon River should 
be crossed by ferry in summer and by ice bridge, preferably at Tanana, until 
future conditions and developments warrant a bridge at the Yukon ramparts. 

Roads such as specified above are built by the Alaska Road Commission at 
an average cost of $20,000 per mile. Because of unforeseen difficulties of terrain 
and the bridging of the Koyukuk River, the estimate is herein placed at $30,000 
per mile. Estimated cost of trunk line highway across Alaska from the Richard- 
son Highway, $21,000,000. 

Category C 


Roads in this category may be divided into two sections as follows: 

1. Those roads in Alaska which should be built or improved in case of 
the evacuation of the Alaskan civilian population. 

2. Roads in Canada which should be built or improved for use in the 
aforesaid evacuation. 

A brief outline of plans as drawn by the Alaska civil defense for the evacuation 
in case of an emergency of approximately 200,000 people over a great distance 
with little or no available food supply, is herewith presented. 

It is assumed by the Territorial civil defense that— 

(a) A war emergency would arise without warning. 

(b) The North Pacific sea lanes may be temporarily lost, or no part of 
debarkation in the northwestern United States may be available. 

(c) The civilian population of the larger Alaskan urban areas of Anchor- 
age and Fairbanks, comprising two-thirds of the people in Alaska, will have 
to be moved away from the target areas with only enough food and other 
supplies available to support this population for a short time. 

(d) Almost all of this civilian population will have to be evacuated over 
one road artery, the Alaska Highway, which will be carrying a tremendously 
high military burden counter to the evacuation movement. 

(e) Since the Northwest Pacific ports of the United States will probably 
be denied Alaskan civilian use, southeastern Alaska will have to serve as a 
haven for the evacuated population until such time as the population can be 
gradually transported through Canada to the United States. 

A consideration of the above five assumptions shows that roads connecting the 
northern part of southeastern Alaska with the Alaska Highway are of vital im- 
portance to Alaskan civil defense. Of less importance from the civil defense 
viewpoint but of very great importance to the defense of Alaska by the Armed 
Forces, will be the roads of western Canada, particularly those of Yukon Terri- 
tory and British Columbia. All these roads may be classified under two sec- 
tions, namely: (1) roads in Alaska necessary for civil defense and the Armed 
Forces; and (2) roads in western Canada necessary to the Armed Forces as well 
as to civil defense. 


SECTION 1——-ROADS IN SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA NECESSARY FOR CIVILIAN DEFENSE 


(a) Haines Highway in Alaska.—This road is an asphalt-concrete, secondary 
road which is in good shape and will carry all necessary traffic if weight limits are 
under control, with the exception of the wooden pile bridge across the Chilkat 
River. This bridge is obsolete and will definitely have to be replaced in the 
near future. The importance of the road itself will be evaluated later in this 
report. Estimated cost of bridge: $200,000. 

(b) Skagway-Carcross road in Alaska.—This road in Alaska would be ap- 
proximately 15 miles long. About 2 miles of the pioneer road has already been 
constructed by the Alaska Road Commission and the Territory of Alaska. The 
importance of this road in a war emergency cannot be overemphasized for both 
civilian defense and the Armed Forces. During World War II, the narrow 
gage White Pass and Yukon Railroad running from Skagway to Whitehorse was 
overwhelmed with Army supplies destined for Whitehorse and Interior Alaska 
via the Alaska Highway. In a war emergency. aside from the overflow of 
civilian evacuees from the Haines Highway, a tremendous amount of supplies 
for the Armed Forces would be carried on the Skagway-Carcross Road and the 
White Pass and Yukon Railroad. At the present time the railroad is in an 
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obsolescent condition which will, without doubt, in time be remedied. However 
in a war emergency the Haines Highway and the White Pass and Yukon Rail 
road together could not handle the volume of traffic. 

Since the quiet and easily defended interisland waterways of southeastern 
Alaska would constitute the easiest transportation route to the Alaska Highway 
and interior and western Alaska, there can be little doubt that the Haines High 
way, the narrow gage White Pass and Yukon Railroad and the Skagway 
Carcross Road will constitute the main evacuation route for the civilian popula 
tion of Interior Alaska and Yukon Territory, as well as the main supply routes 
for the Armed Forces. 

Estimated cost for a crushed rock or gravel surface two lane road: $770,000 

(c) The Taku Highway in Alaska.—This road would run from the city of 
Juneau to the Alaska-British Columbia border in the Taku River Valley. The 
approximate length of this road would be about 51 miles of which 4 miles has 
already been built by the Bureau of Public Roads as part of the Glacier Highway 
This road would join with a road down the Taku Valley in British Columbia 

Estimated cost for a crushed rock or gravel surface two lane road : $5,375,000 

(d) The Stikine Highway in Alaska.—This road would run from the ports of 
Petersburg and/or Wrangell to the Alaska-British Columbia border in the 
Stikine River Valley, and would join with a road down the Stikine River Valley 
in British Columbia. The approximate length of this road would be about 45 
miles. 

Estimated cost for a crushed rock or gravel surface two lane road : $5,625,000 

Total estimated cost for section I: $11,500,000. 


SECTION 2—ROADS IN WESTERN CANADA (YUKON TERRITORY AND BRITISH COLU MBIA ) 


In any planning for civil defense and the evacuation of the civilian population 
of Alaska and also in the defense of the United States and Alaska by the Armed 
Forces in case of a war emergency, the roads of western Canada are inextricably 
entwined with any consideration of roads in Alaska. It is urged that the United 
States Government in conjunction with or through the Canadian Government 
give consideration to the construction or improvement of the following roads in 
Canada for their mutual civil defense and defense of North America by the Armed 
Forces. A brief résumé of the Canadian roads which should be improved follows : 

(a) The first of these Canadian roads considered herein is the Alaska High- 
way in Canada, and its extension from Dawson Creek to Edmonton. Dawson 
Creek is also served by a standard gage railroad from Edmonton. Ina war emer- 
gency the volume of traffic would be too great for a single track railroad. The 
road between Edmonton and Dawson Creek is not as yet an all-weather road 
although it is being worked on at the present time, the ultimate goal being a 
black-topped (paved) road for the entire 452 miles. It is recommended that this 
work, which at the present rate may take several years, be accelerated in antici- 
pation of a war emergency. 

Present Alaska Road Commission plans are to finish black-topping (paving) the 
Alaska Highway from Northway Junction to the Alaska-Canadian border. From 
the border to Whitehorse, the highway is a very good all-weather two-lane gravel- 
surfaced road. In a war emergency this portion of the Alaska Highway will 
-arry most of the civilian evacuees and practically all of the tremendous volume 
of traffic for the defense of Alaska and thereby, Canada and the United States. 
It will be impossible for this 308 miles of road to stand up under such a volume 
of traffic. It is strongly recommended that this section of the Alaska Highway 
be black-topped (paved) to meet the paved section of the highway in Alaska. 

(b) The Haines Highway from the Alaska-British Columbia border is an unim- 
proved pioneer road. This road not only serves at present the oil pipeline from 
Haines to interior Alaska but is also one of the supply routes for the Armed 
Forces in Alaska. As pointed out before, the Haines Highway will be one of 
the three evacuation routes into southeastern Alaska for the Alaskan civil de- 
fense. It will also serve as the main supply route in a war emergency for all 
supplies transported by water through southeastern Alaska. It is very neces- 
sary that this 117 miles of pioneer road be relocated and black-topped to meet 
the 48 miles of black-topped on the Alaskan side of the border. 

(c) The necessity for the Skagway-Carcross Road has been stated previously 
herein. It is strongly urged that the Canadian portion be built as a two-lane 
crushed rock or gravel road to meet construction on the American side. 

(ad) The construction of a highway along the A Route from Hazelton to Atlin 
in British Columbia and thence on to the Alaska Highway, or to some point on the 
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Alaska Highway itself, has long been urged by Alaskans and the people of 
Western Canada. Such a highway would cut off 1,000 miles of haul through 
Canada to Whitehorse from the Northwestern United States and the Pacific 
coast cities of Canada. It would present much easier terrain and lower grades 
than the Alaska Highway through the Rocky Mountains and would have only 
one major river crossing (Stikine River). Through subsidiary roads down the 
Taku and Stikine River Valleys, supplies in the event of a war emergency to both 
¢ivilian and Armed Forces could be brought into southeastern Alaska. This road 
would be particularly needed if the sealanes through the more open waters of 
the Pacific coast of British Columbia were rendered dangerous for freighting by 
enemy submarines. This highway would also relieve and carry a large part of 
the traffic in a war emergency which would otherwise be forced to cross the steep 
grades of the Rocky Mountains on the Alaska Highway between Fort Nelson and 
Whitehorse. The construction of a highway over the A Route is strongly urged. 

(ce) The Taku Highway in British Columbia would be a road constructed down 
the Taku River Valley to join with a highway built along the A Route as out- 
lined above. It would be necessary, in case of a war emergency, that supplies be 
trucked over this highway to southeastern Alaska for both resident and evacu- 
ated civilian use, and for the use of the Armed Forces, as has been previously 
pointed out. 

(f) The Stikine Highway would be a road constructed down the Stikine 
River Valley in British Columbia from a highway built along the A Route, to 
meet a similar road on the Alaskan side of the border. This highway would serve 
the same function as (e) for southern southeastern Alaska. 

The total approximate cost of bringing Alaska under the President’s 10-year 
road program in all 3 categories of roads described above is $93,240,000. No 
attempt has been made to estimate the cost of section 2 of category C (roads in 
Western Canada) as such roads would be a matter of negotiation between the 
United States and Canada. Dividing the above amount by the 10 years over 
which the program is to be spread makes a yearly expenditure of approximately 
$9,324,000—a not too heavy burden considering the necessity of the roads as 
outlined. 

It was hoped in this brief report not to emphasize the military necessity in 
the event of a war emergency for the roads described. It was considered that 
this military necessity for the roads and road-improvements listed herein should 
be brought out by the Armed Forces who are able to evaluate that necessity. 
However, the aforesaid military necessity is so inextricably tied with civilian 
needs for the roads described in category C, that the aforesaid emphasis could 
not be helped. 


(Other statements received are as follows :) 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 14, 1955. 
Sen. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Roads, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Gore: As your father would say, “Starting where we are at,” 
you will reeall that the Federal gasoline tax, on which General Clay bases his 
financing plan, was only supposed to be a temporary tax put on during World 
War II for the duration of the war. Doesn’t it seem to you that it is rather 
like “building upon the sands” to base these highly important plans on a broken 
promise to the American taxpayers? Doesn’t it seem to vou that it is very 
unfair to the highest American traditions of fair play that this tax hasn't long 
since been abolished as was promised ? 

The predicted auto sales for 1955 are 6,600,000, up 20 percent over 1954: the 
motels did a $1.5 billion business last year. Utilizing this booming expansion, 
my proposal is this: Through toll road economy, selling bonds to the people, 
provide the national arterial highways with the legislative chance to prove that 
they are fully capable of building and maintaining themselves at the highest 
safety standards. I believe these road bonds should be issued in denominations 
of $5 on up, so that every person in the United States, even the children, can buy 
thereby feeling themselves to be a part of this sound, patriotic plan. 

Once these roads have paid themselves out—conceivably by 1976, the 200th 
birthday of our country—I further propose that this vital national highway 
system be allowed to remain as toll roads, thereby keeping up their superlative 
standards of maintenance tax-free to the people, with the enormous net profits 
accruing to the United States Treasury—resulting in less taxes being needed 
from the people. What a goal to work toward and look forward to. 
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In answer to General Clay’s statement that only a limited few toll roads could 
pay * * * where they are in operation now, except in West Virginia, the receipts 
for exceed the predicted estimates. My theory is that by the time these proposed 
roads are finished and in operation, with the mushrooming of populations and 
vehicles, the overall income can readily carry the load. Just as in the divisions 
of a business, the highly profitable roads can carry the less profitable ones unti 
all in time can get on their feet. 

Senator Gore, may I say that never have I seen more good-natured, friendly 
diplomacy than you show as you preside over this subcommittee. It is ver) 
interesting to be here. 

Sincerely, 


ANGIE LEA CASE Wal 
Mrs. R. E. Wait, Jr 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. R. E. Wart, Jr., Hastings, Micu 


Gentlemen, ny name is Angie Lea Case Wait. I represent no one except 
myself. I am simply a citizen of the State of Michigan, and the United States 
I am so thoroughly impressed with the possibilities of a new national arterial 
toll-road system that I have worked toward it for 3 years. Don't think me 
fanatical or that I fancy myself a Joan of Are with the burden of her country 
on her shoulders. But I have a plan. 

I believe that the best plan for the highway engineers to follow is this: To 
copy closely the artery and vein system in the human body, the present free 
State and county roads to be the veins or feeder lines, with national toll roads 
constructed as the vital arteries of traffic. My reasoning is this: the human body 
is the most perfectly conceived engineering feat in creation, possessing perfect 
circulation, coordination, and unity. These three things we require in our road 
system—Why not have the wisdom to borrow and benefit from a God-given plat 
here at hand. 

With the artery-vein system taken as a basic pattern the roads would not 
be pulled back and forth like rubber bands by the twists of politics. Wherever 
the highways spread they would develop new territory and commerce, without 
discouraging the further growth of existing cities. Every citizen should want 
the best for his country as a whole, rather than short-sightedly considering only 
the best interest of his State. With the plan outlined, no favoritism would be 
intended or shown. It would, purely and simply, provide for the entire Nation 
au united system of undiverted, direct cross-country highways. If the theory is 
right in a given problem, the details and technical aspects can be satisfactorily 
met—certainly I leave the final form to the engineers. The artery and vein 
system I have outlined may sound utopian, but how many ambitious, long-range 
plans do seem utopian and impossible in the beginning. 

I am firmly against any increase in taxation to build these roads. You Know 
how hard it is to save money or make sound investments and live well with 
present high taxes. I don’t mean to carp, for I believe our Government is the 
best in the world, and I thank God I was born here. But, like millions of others, 
I think the Government should be run on a business basis and be made more self 
sustaining. It has always seemed so poor to me that so many of the Federal 
departments are run ata loss. I bring this up in connection with my fond dream 
that this marvelous colossus of roads can be built without costing a penny to the 
people or the Government, can pay itself out and remain as a toll-road system and 
be a strong source of revenue for the Government. 

Here’s how it can work: All the publicity possible opened up: a lot would be 
generated by the people themselves as enthusiasm grew. Sell bonds like we've 
never sold them before—starting in small denominations so that every person in 
the United States who either drives or rides, and that’s everybody, could buy 
and feel himself to be a partner in this thrilling plan. Road stamps could be 
issued for the youngsters, something like the war stamp idea in World War II. 
If enough bonds were not sold at once for the building costs, the Federal Govern 
ment could lend, not grant, the additional funds to finish the job. The roads 
could pay themselves out in 15 to 25 years and the toll could continue to help 
support our Government. Don’t you agree that the financing plan is feasible? 
This is one Government project that would not have to be subsidized, “one tub 
which could sit on its own bottom.” Let’s make an example of these roads and 
prove that profit can be shown by the Federal Government. It would be a defi- 
nite ray of hope that some thought was being given to making revenue by business 
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methods—in a public-works program not infringing on private industry—instead 
of forever taxing and spending and going into debt. 

This plan is really “having your cake and eating it too,” for as I said, no one 
would be out one penny. The bondholders would benefit and so would the Gov- 
ernment and the entire Nation—and future generations too would benefit. Our 
generation has saddled the future ones with enough debt and obligations; it’s 
about time something brightened their future. 

Put the bond drive over on the basis of making the road system financially 
sound from the beginning. That would appeal to the American people much more 
strongly than Government grants of funds, for Mr. and Mrs. Public know where 
the grants originate—right in their own pockets. 

The American people are not tightfisted by any means, we all love to spend. 
If the toll roads are there they will be used; greatly, for we are a travel-minded 
people. But we are Yankee-shrewd and want to get value received, and in fine 
toll roads one really does. This enormous arterial toll-road system would give 
more safety, service, and satisfaction to the motorist than any road system yet 
evolved. Nothing appeals to us more than a real bargain, and this toll-road plan 
could prove to be this century’s biggest bargain. 

Looking into the future, the estimate of traveled miles for 1965 is 814 billion. 
If only half of the travel is over the national toll roads, with a toll rate of 1 cent 
per mile, the annual gross income would be $4,070 million. The Pennsylvania 
Turnpike system is only. 327 miles long, yet “for the fiscal year ending May 31, 
1951, with revenues of only $10,709,000, the turnpike system showed a net profit 
of $6,388,000." Now imagine how much profit a toll system of 40,000 miles or 
more could make, and remember the above-quoted figures were for 1951, when 
there were fewer cars, by far, than today. 

Our Government is exceedingly generous to the people of the world, and while 
I regret that such enormous gifts are needed I feel it is a wonderfully kind, 
Christian action, and as “bread cast upon the waters,” ultimately good will 
return. But practically speaking, all the more reason for Uncle Sam to develop 
a new means of revenue such as the arterial toll roads could be. Did you know 
that even in “the lean days in the 42-month period between Pearl Harbor and 
V-E Day, when traveling was restricted, the Pennsylvania Turnpike never failed 
to promptly meet interest payments on its bonds nor to maintain and operate the 
highway in perfect condition?’ I quote that from an official brochure on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike. 

Parenthetically, I certainly believe that the Federal tax on gasoline should be 
dropped at once. It is very unfair to all phases of the automotive industry, and a 
double tax on all car owners. We all remember that it was supposed to be only a 
temporary measure. Perhaps it is such a beautifully easy tax to collect that you 
-an’t blame the Treasury, for with all the billions spent by our Government, 
every “little million” counts! But if the national toll roads get rolling, the 
Treasury would get the equivalent of those few pennies and many more as we 
paid to ride on those lovely long, straight, well-serviced and safe highways. 

With increasing frequency one hears one’s friends say, “We aren’t driving any- 
where this year on our vacation. Traffic is too much of a headache,” I seldom 
take a ride purely for pleasure, for it simply isn’t a pleasure anymore. 

My family, the Leas and Cases of Arkansas, were early enthusiastic purchasers 
of automobiles. Both families, including my grandmothers, were very active in 
the early days of “good road rallys” and “good roads booster” meetings. At my 
age of 7 or 8, it seemed so thrilling, and quite swashbuckling and daring, that 
my two sweet little old grandmothers—they were probably in their early fifties 
at the time—would take a part in anything so unladylike and rather rowdy as 
roadbuilding. History repeats itself—here I am today, myself a grandmother, 
and working on roads. My Grandmother Case worked most of one summer boss- 
ing a road gang, widening and smoothing and lowering the grade on one of the 
Ozark Mountain roads between her house and our house so that we could drive 
over to see her every Sunday and arrive in one piece. I don’t know who paid 
for it unless my grandfather did, but at that time the workmen were probably 
paid all of a dollar a day. We loved our Sunday jaunts. If we made the 6-mile 
trip without a single puncture it was really something. 

My husband’s family, who lived in Little Rock, Ark., were also highly enthusi- 
astic about autos. Their really major undertaking in seeking for motoring 
pleasure came in the summer of 1913. Pop bought a 7-passenger Hudson Six—4, 
then considered to be about the smoothest thing on wheels. To fully enjoy this 
dream car they decided to drive it to Port Huron, Mich., and spend the summer. 
There was so much public interest aroused among the people of Little Rock, 
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Pop being the first in the State of Arkansas to set out on an interstate auto 
adventure, that The Arkansas Gazette and Arkansas Democrat arranged with 
Pop to telephone or wire detailed dispatches at the end of each day's run. Pop 
was president of a bank, and so had banker friends in all the towns along the 
route. From the daily newspaper accounts these friends would estimate about 
when Mr. Wait and family would be expected to reach their part of the country, 
and they would rally all the local car owners, probably 5 or 10, and drive out to 
the end of their strip of good (?) road, perhaps 2 or 3 miles. There all would 
sit patiently and await Mr. Wait. When he hove in sight, there would be much 
handshaking and congratulations on his getting there, and then a gay parade 
into town with pop’s car in the lead! 

Well, the upshot of the trip was that it took them 8 long hard days to get to 
St. Louis, an approximate distance of 500 miles. And when they reached there, 
travelweary as they were, they decided that the summer just wouldn't be long 
enought to complete the trip “overland” and back, so they shipped the car ahead 
by rail and boarded a train themselves, going home by train in the fall 

Now the reason I have reminisced familywise in this manner is to point out 
that to millions of families throughout the United States today, the early days of 
motoring and their due connection with roads are so closely intermingled with 
memories of family life that it amounts to American folklore—tales and stories 
that are told and retold. These nostalgic memories keep in our minds the romance 
that has always been present in roads. Think of the ancient Appian Way, begun 
in 312 B. C.—I just looked that up. Quoting from the encyclopedia, “It was 
about 350 miles in length, from 14 to 18 feet in breadth, and like other Roman 
roads, was paved with hard stone in irregular blocks, closely fitted together and 
resting on a firm substructure. It was made with great care, and exists in part 
at the present time.” How well they planned and what wonderful workmanship 
they displayed, with so few implements to work with. Mainly, they had an 
idea, plus great labor and skill of heads and hands. 

Think of the Boston Post Road, the Natchez Trace, and the Mowhawk Trail 
the very names of these famous roads of ours evoke a stirring sense of history 
and adventure and achievement. I hope that our national toll roads, built with 
the finest materials and modern engineering skill, will be a rich new development 
in the romance of roads, and benefit of the Nation for scores of years. 

I am firmly convinced that the artery and vein system as demonstrated by 
every living person is the best national plan (the State highway departments 
continuing independently as they operate now, constructing and maintaining 
more “veins” as they are needed, whether free or toll roads). I will continue to 
think this plan superior until engineers come up with a better working model 
for circulation, coordination, and unity. But believe me, I will like any system 
that saves lives and cuts down accidents and provides nationwide fine roads. 
It seems so important at this particular time when we are launching a program 
on such a gigantic scale, to make sure that the basic planning will serve the best 
interests of the entire Nation, not the dictates of the separate States. What helps 
the Nation helps all he States. We are all one and the same—we must take the 
broadest view. 

Thank you for permitting me to submit this summation of my work to your 
committee. 


(Thereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10a.m. Wednesday, March 16, 1955.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 16, 1955 


Unirep STATES SENATE, 
ComMMITTER ON Pupsuic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusntic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m. in room 412, Senate Office 
suilding, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 
Present: Senators Gore (presiding), Symington, Thurmond, Neu 
berger, Martin, Case and Bush. 
Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 
Secretary Weeks, the committee will be pleased to continue your 
appearance. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SINCLAIR WEEKS, SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
ACCOMPANIED BY FRANCIS V. DU PONT, CONSULTANT TO THE 
SECRETARY, AND PHILIP A. RAY, GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE 


Secretary Weeks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Since I had an opportunity to examine the Secretary 
at his former appearance, I will refrain from other questions at the mo 
ment, and recognize Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. I asked the Secretary a number of questions the 
last time he was here, and if he brought up the information that we 
desire, I will not ask any further questions at this time. 

I might later, but T asked so many questions at the last meeting, 
that if that information is supplied, I will not ask further questions 
right at this time. 

Secretary Werks. You are referring to the chart, Senator are you 
not ¢ 

Senator Martin. Yes, and things like that. 

Senator Gore. I believe they have been presented for the record. 

Mr. pu Ponr. You requested an estimated percentage of comple- 
tion based on the other bill. 

Senator Martrn. Were you not also going to have some precedents 
and some data on the legality of this bond issue ? 

Senator Gore. I believe that was finally resolved that we would in- 
vite the Attorney General to testify. 

Senator Marttn. I believe you are right. 

Secretary Weeks. I think I read in General Clay’s testimony that 
you asked for that, but were going to ask either the Secret: ry of the 
Treasury or the Attorney General's office. 
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There was a question which came up in General Clay’s testimony 
that you finally resolved to ask the Commerce Department for infor- 
mation about other previous bond issues. 

Senator Martin. Yes, I thought we were asking for that. 

Secretary Weeks. We are getting that together 

Senator Martin. I thought in some way we asked your Department 
for that information, Mr. Secretary. 

Senator Gore. At this point, and without objection, we will insert 
into the record the chart which has been submitted this morning. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


FEpDERAL-AiIp H1GHWAY Act or 1954—SectTIon 13 Prosect—HicHway NEEDs Stupy 


Percent of needs that will be met at end of 10 years under various proposals, 
Federal-aid plus matching 








1954 act S. 1048 8. 1160 

State Other Other | po... Other | pogoeat. 

Inter- Federal- A> pecen Inter- a —- Inter- arp 9 — 

state aid pri- | * , State | aid pri- | | aay | state | aid pri- | ‘ ae 

mary ondary mary ondary mary | ondary 

Alabama. -_- 16 62 78 42 98 121 100 53 7 
Arizona 12 56 32 33 on 49 100 | 52 32 
Arkansas 21 50 24 53 80 37 100 46 24 
California__- | 6 33 20 17 53 31 100 24 20 
Colorado. -- -.-- | 22 33 34 60 53 | 53 100 | 29 | 34 
Connecticut ____ aaa 5 18 10 13 28 | 16 100 | ll 10 
Delaware 27 36 24 71 56 39 100 34 | 24 
Florida _- a a 10 20 22 25 | 32 33 100 15 | 22 
Georgia____- imal 10 32 34 25 51 52 100 | 28 34 
MRS. on cns heduat 23 38 45 61 | 61 69 100 | 36 45 
Illinois | 13 50 95 33 | 78 148 100 | 35 | 95 
Indiana : 8 21 14 21 33 21 100 17 | 14 
Iowa ; s 21 17 22 56 26 34 100 | 15 22 
Kansas___ = 26 28 34 66 45 53 100 | 25 | 34 
Kentucky _____- 11 32 19 28 50 30 100 27 | 19 
Louisiana______- 10 64 28 25 103 43 100 | 52 28 
Maine es se 16 20 27 41 31 | 43 100 17 | 27 
paetyuena _.. ..........} 8 23 13 20 37 | 20 100 | 17 | 13 
Massachusetts _-_____--| 7 36 7 19 57 11 100 | 23 | 7 
Michigan ; 8 20 10 21 | 31 15 100 | 15 | 10 
Minnesota - 14 45 51 35 71 78 100 | 38 | 51 
Mississippi_..........| 19 44 74 48 69 115 100 | 40 | 74 
Missouri res 13 31 40 34 49 | 63 100 25 | 40 
Montana. - 24 37 98 64 59 153 100 36 | 98 
Nebraska________- 38 7 52 98 120 | 80 100 7 52 
Nevada ; 29 55 78 78 86 121 100 | 54 | 7 
New Hampshire_. I 27 21 24 68 32 38 100 | 18 24 
New Jersey... 5 14 ll 12 22 17 100 | 9 | 11 
New Mexico___- : 13 36 48 34 59 74 100 34 | 48 
New York ; — 15 23 14 39 36 21 100 | 15 | 14 
North Carolina. on 30 56 53 76 89 82 100 | 49 53 
North Dakota__ 30 120 35 78 189 55 100 115 35 
Ohio 7 4 35 28 23 56 44 100 26 28 
Oklahoma 7 14 29 41 36 45 64 100 25 41 
Oregon 10 33 57 28 52 88 100 29 57 
Pennsylvania. _- | 20 33 10 52 52 16 100 2 10 
Rhode Island _--___----; 15 23 52 38 36 83 100 17 | 52 
South Carolina__- 21 SQ 91 55 - 143 100 78 | 91 
South Dakota_- 33 57 40 86 63 100 55 40 
Tennessee , ; 16 32 43 42 50 68 100 7 43 
Texas 19 88 59 49 139 92 100 7 59 
Utah__ 7 9 46 50 24 72 79 100 40 50 
Vermont__. iaknantd 10 20 27 27 32 43 100 19 27 
ERs cumcsee ‘ 10 37 41 26 59 63 100 31 41 
Washington _- we 9 30 21 24 48 33 100 24 21 
West Virginia. ______- 13 14 12 34 22 19 100 12 12 
Wisconsin... ____- 20 30 19 53 47 30 100 25 | 19 
Wyoming sie 8 28 40 22 45 61 100 7 40 
District of Columbia_- 12 40 227 31 63 363 100 29 227 
I a Rt x 44 Ieee 68 ee 36 39 
Re ENR ot ieo i nwenes 46 Oe tons 72 _ gS 32 53 
Average........ 12 31 27 31 49 41 100 25 27 





Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads. Needs reported by State highway depart- 
ments. 
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Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, your reference there “other previous 
bond issues” might be interpreted as a designation of the proposed 
bond as a revenue bond. I do not believe that it can be so described be 
cause they depend on an appropriation from Congress rather than 
revenue, 

Secretary Weeks. I was using the language, I think, that is con 
tained in the Clay testimony. 

Senator Martin. I probably do not have the distinctive language 
that men who deal in these various kinds of bonds have. What I had 
in mind was, as I understood, Mr. Chairman, that it was General 
Clay, but it does not make much difference where the information 
comes from if we were to get the information—that is the important 
thing. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, could we have a little explanation 
of this chart that has just been handed us: “Percent of needs that will 
be met at the end of 10 years under various proposals Federal-aid 
plus matching.” 

Perhaps Mr. du Pont would like to give us a little rundown on that. 
I do not quite understand what it means “Percent of needs.” How do 
you know what the needs are at the end of 10 years ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. This chart was supplied at the request of the chair 
man. Anyhow, it was requested at the last hearing. We estimated 
that the Interstate System would be completed in 10 years. That is 
the objective under the various bills that are here. 

This is the amounts available to the other systems—namely, the 
primary and secondary—which will develop those particular roads or 
systems of roads within a certain number of years. 

The Interstate is supposed to be completed in 10 years under 8. 1160. 
The request is made: How long will it take to complete the secondary 
and primary systems under these various acts. Those figures are, of 
course, estimates based on the requests that we have made to the 48 
States for data as to the needs on the respective systems in the States. 

Senator Bush. Take the column S. 1160 there, and it shows that the 
Interstate needs would be 100 percent met at the end of 10 years. That 
is the purpose of this bill no doubt. 

Now, it says “Other Federal-aid primary.” Does that mean that 
11 percent of the need would be taken care of in that State? 

Mr. pv Pont. In that particular State. 

Senator Busu. Of the presently apparent need, only 11 percent 
would be met—that is, in that State of Connecticut ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. Federal-aid secondary will have completed only 10 
percent of the presently apparent need, is that right ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, and, of course, any State can expand the second- 
ary system practically at will. We just took the present estimated 
need as supplied us by the State. 

Senator Busu. These figures there in that column, the 11 percent 
and the 10 percent, that were mentioned, indicate that with the condi- 
tions of these other Federal grants at the present rate, under existing 
law, we should attain 11 and 10 percent respectively of satisfaction 
of the present needs, is that right ? 
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Mr. pu Pont. That is right. There is one thing I would like to add, 
Senator Bush. The urban system—a substantial portion of that- 
would be taken care of under the Interstate System. 

We have reduced the Federal grants to the urban system by $100 
million; but that particular area would be included in the Interstate 
System, so that your urban Interstate System should be completed at 
the same time as the other. 

Senator Marrin. Senator Bush, would you yield right at that point ¢ 

Senator Bus. Yes, | yield. 

Senator Martin. Mr. du Pont, I notice—well, we will take a State 
like Mississippi. The Federal-aid secondary will be 74 percent com- 
plete, and then several of the Northern States are not in that good 
position. Why is that? 

1 am not doubting the percentage, but I am just wondering why 
that is. 

Mr. pu Pont. There are a number of things that can enter into that, 
Senator Martin. It is possible in some States, of course, to build more 
miles per dollar, depending on topography. Undoubtedly, that is one 
factor. 

These figures are estimates of the States. Some of the States might 
have overestimated. Some might have underestimated. 

In other words, I believe it is a fair statement that the interstate 
needs are more accurately estimated than the others. They just felt, 
this is a secondary system, so we will just put in a figure. You will 
see that some of the States get 115 percent completed of that situation. 

Senator Gore. Which State is that ? 

Mr. pu Pont. That is Mississippi. 

Secretary Weeks. Under S. 1048. 

Senator Gore. I notice New Jersey would have only 9 percent of the 
Federal-aid primary and only 11 percent Federal-aid secondary ¢ 

Mr.pu Pont. That is true. 

Senator Gore. How would you explain the difference in New Jersey, 
the vast difference in New Jersey, and Mississippi ? 

Mr. pu Pont. As far as the secondary system, I think the chief ex- 
planation there is the estimates may be very material when you get up 
to the more important systems and then I am sure the figures are more 
accurate. 

There is one factor here that we must take into consideration. At 
the present time, the Interstate System is an integral part of the 
primary system. To the extent that these improvements are on that 
system, it relieves the State of that expensive construction. 

Senator Busu. Which would drop those estimates down ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. Or if you have a toll road, for example. 

Senator Busn. That would be a big explanation in New Jersey, the 
Garden State, and the New Jersey Turnpike. 

Mr. pu Pont. New York, for instance, has a very big one. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, this table seems to illustrate one of 
the apprehensions about which T have spoken a few times: To wit, 
that the using of all of the funds from the estimated fuel oil tax for 
the Interstate System and tying it up for the next 30 years might 
seriously prejudice the other system of roads which carries six-sevenths 
of the traffic. 

With the figures which your table reveals, my apprehension is in- 
creased rather than dimnished. 
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Secretary Werks. Senator, my only answer to that would be that 
the basic purpose of S. 1160 is to provide in a 10-year period for this 
[nterstate System which is the most important interest of the Nationa! 
(rovernment, as We see it. 

Under the proposal the $622 million would be allocated which is the 
figure of the 1954 Act. It is a continuance at the same rate for the 
present of the work on the primary and secondary systems. 

I also think that you have to consider, Mr. Chairman, that unde: 
this proposal that one of the major items of the four-billion-odd dol 
lars 1s allocated to the urban access circumferential roads that may be 
vitally important in this atomic-hydrogen bomb age in which we live 
in evacuating cities. 

I just do not think you can get away from the fact that we are trying 
to build an Interstate Highw: ay Ssystem with good access roads into 
the main communicating points, and main cities, and that we aim to 
continue at the same highest rate ever on the other primary and sec- 
ondary systems, and if “the proposal is adopted, as you go along, if 
you wanted to increase work on primary and secondary roads, it seems 
to me you could cross that bridge as you come to it and increase it, but 
in the meantime you will continue to do more than you have ever done. 

Senator Gore. Crossing the bridge if the bridge is still there. It 
might be difficult if the bridge has to be rebuilt. The bill S. 1160 
would seek to earmark funds from the fuel oil tax not only for the 
next 30, but for such time thereafter as there might be an outstanding 
bond, and would peg the revenue from that source at the present rate 
for the secondary, primary, and urban. 

But I had an opportunity to ask you questions Wednesday and must 
refrain. 

Senator Symington had some questions. 

Senator SymincTon. Mr. Secreatry, I am sorry that I have not been 
able to be here during all of your testimony. At the present moment 
there are 2 other hearings; yesterday there were 2, and today there 
are 3 that I should be attending. 

However, I have been studying your previous testimony before the 
committee, and I would like to ask you a few questions. 

You said that you outlined a financing method, described as being 
“within the present tax structure and without pledging the Federal 
credit.” 

There are some who question those premises, but in any case, my 
question at this time applies to your statement that this method of 
financing “is quite similar to that employed by many of the States.” 

Could you furnish a list of the States that have created a State 
corporation for the purpose of raising funds by bond issues in the 
manner outlined in S. 1160? Do you hi appen to know them now ?/ 

It does not work that way in Missouri, and I was just wondering. 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. du Pont will answer that question. 

Mr. pu Pont. The State of New Hampshire would be one in connec- 
tion with the toll roads which facility is through the direction of the 
State highway department—the construction and the operation; and 
the bonds are put out. 

In that case, they had the full faith and credit of the State of New 
Hampshire. In the case of New Jersey, the New Jersey Turnpike is 
completely outside. There is no guaranty there whatsoever. 
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Senator Symineton. Those are particular roads in particular 
States ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. The only State that does it all, so far as you 
know, with a corporation in the State is the State of New Hampshire ? 

Mr. pv Pont. They do not do it in a corporation. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, in order to get this before the com- 
iuittee, if the Senator would yield, Pennsylvania has what we call a 
general State authority. That general State authority issues bonds. 
They build hospitals, school buildings, and other things that the 
Commonwealth needs, and then the Commonwealth leases those build- 
ings from the general State authority. 

The rental then goes for that service, paying the interest and paying 
off the bonds. They also have a general State authority for the con- 
struction of roads, and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania leases 
those roads and the money that is paid on the lease is used for debt 
service. 

Senator Symrneron. You said general State authority, Senator. 
Is that a corporation? How do you distinguish that from the normal 
fiduciary type of organization ? 

Senator Martin. It is the same as a corporation, I am not just sure. 
It was done after I became Governor of the Commonwealth, but those 
bonds do not have the backing of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
They stand on their own. 

The interest rate is a little higher than the direct obligations of the 
Commonwealth. 

Senator Busu. Would the Senator yield ? 

Senator Symineton. I would be glad to. 

Senator Busu. Is it not true that the State of Virginia has similar 
issues outstanding, revenue bonds of very much the same type, almost 
identical ? 

Also the New York Port Authority—is that not a similar situation, 
involving the State of New Jersey and the State of New York, where 
the State credit is not involved specifically and pledged to the service 
of these bonds? 

Mr. pv Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron. The word used was “similar.” There could be 
some comparable aspects, I might say to the Senator. 

First, in the case of a Government corporation was there any intra- 
state corporation to handle matters of this character or was it a special 
financing arrangement, outside of the normal activities of the State: 
and second, has there been such an experience on the part of the States? 
I should think a further examination of those States’ experience by the 
committee and the committee staff would be constructive from the 
standpoint of whether or not this type of financing plan had been 
used or had been proved successful. 

Secretary Weeks. A request of that nature was made, and we have 


some figures being worked up on it. We will have that for the record 
at a later date. 


Senator Martin. I thought we asked for that. 
Senator Symrneron. Also, you said that to the extent not needed, 


the nn involved in S. 1160 can automatically be adjusted and 
cut down. 
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Does this imply there is uncertainty about the interstate construction 
program being completed within the so-called 10-year construction 
period ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. I think it might drag down, but it seemed to us, in 
sending it down to the Clay committee, that it could be accomplished 
on time unless war or something else interfered. 

Senator Symincron. I believe you also testified that the bonds would 
not legally be a contingent liability of the United States. 

For practical purposes, would they not be so construed / 

Secretary Weeks. I certainly do not say so, sir. The purchaser of 
Government bonds within the debt limit is entitled to go to the Gov- 
ernment under circumstances or conditions for payment of a bond; but 
a purchaser of this bond knows that he is put on notice that all he has 
for security is the pledge of the Government to allocate this 2-cent-a- 
gallon tax on all gasoline that is sold to take care of the issue, and 
beyond that, he has this, I called it a hedge the other day, $5 billion 
borrowing authorization on the Treasury to pay it with. 

Senator Symrneron. Who owns the stock in the Corporation ? 

Secretary Werks. I do not know. It is a Government corporation 
under the Government Corporation Control Act. 

Senator Symineton. Would the Government own all the stock of 
the Corporation ? 

Secretary Weeks. I do not know that there is any stock issued. I 
do not think there is. 

Senator Symineton. Who would own the corporation then, even 
if it was a corporation without any stock ? 

Secretary Werks. I would think that the only obligation of the 
corporation is the bonds that are issued and outstanding. 

cates Symrneton. I know. I did not ask that. I have a little 
experience in Government corporations. 

To say that, to all intents and purposes, this is not a liabiltiy of 
the Government. 

However, if the Government did not stand behind these bonds 
entirely, would not the people feel that inasmuch as the Government 
was the sole owner of the corporation, that the Government would be 
defaulting on the obligation to them, regardless of the language of 
the section ? 

Secretary Weeks. I think that all the people who wanted these 
bonds have the security of the 2-cent gasoline tax and the $5 billion 
loan that is made available by the Treasury; and I do not think they 
can look to anything else. 

Senator Symrneron. Even though there is no private ownership 
of the corporation and if a corporation is entirely controlled by the 
Government ? 

Secretary Weeks. That is my feeling on the matter, Senator. 

_ Senator Symrneron. Mr. Secretary, you stated that the interest 
rate on the bonds would be determined on the basis of existing condi- 
tions at the time of issue. 

If the interest rate for such bonds was established at the going rate 
for regular Government bonds of a similar maturity, would not pro- 
spective purchasers prefer to buy the standard Government bonds? 

Secretary Werks. My quick answer would be, in the first place, 
that the intent is that they shall buy these bonds, and the intent is 
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that you would pay what the market requires to sell the bonds; and 
we estimated just a quick estimate of 3 percent. 

That is the way we figured it; but I would guess that they would 
pay a slightly higher rate of one-eighth or one-fourth higher than a 
Government bond. 

But we do not want them under the proposal of the bill; we do not 
want to finance this thing by the sale of regular Government bonds. 

Senator Symineron. Certainly, if the Government is behind the 
bonds, regular Government bonds, and there is nothing behind these 
unique government securities, then the interest rate being the same, 
they would prefer to buy the Government bonds where they have more 
security ; is that not right ¢ 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct. 

Senator Symineton. Do you think though the sale of these bonds 
at a higher price would interfere with the sale of regular Government 
bonds? 

Secretary Weeks. I do not think so, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Secretary, you state that it is not contem- 
plated that there would be any concessions within the Interstate Sys- 
tem right-of-way, but in looking the bill over, I found no prohibitions 
to such concessions, and you did have a phrase in S. 1160 which re- 
ferred to “other revenues.” 

Could you tell us what that phrase “other revenues” referred to / 

Secretary Weeks. I am not sure I understand the question. 

Senator Symineron. I will repeat it. In your testimony you stated 
that it was not contemplated that there would be any concessions—for 
example, places to eat and so forth—within the Interstate System 
right-of-way; and on the other hand, in the bill you refer to “other 
revenues. ” 

[ was just wondering what those “other revenues” referred to, if it 
did not refer to concessions. 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. du Pont, will you answer that question ? 

Mr. pu Ponv. Very gladly. The meaning of the right-of-way is 
within the future developed right-of-way and there will be no con- 
cessions. 

On the other hand, in North Carolina, for example, currently they 
buy more highway right-of-way than they need, and they lease that 
to the abutting property owner to till, let us say. 

As a practical matter, this right-of-way, if it is acquired, would, of 
course, be in the name of the State, so the Federal Government would 
not have anything to let. 

The benefits would go to the States. 

On the other hand, there might be a toll bridge included which 
would produce substantial revenues; but insofar as concessions in the 
sense of what you would do if you build a motel, that is not permitted. 
As a matter of fact, so far as I know, there is no State that can acquire 
right-of-way for any other use. They can not acquire it to put up a 
motel or that sort of thing. 

Senator Symineton. You would not recommend a _ prohibition 
against concessions on the right-of-way, would you? 

Mr. pu Ponr. I do not think that would come within the power, 
sir, because the land belongs to the State. 
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Senator Symineron. | was just wondering what your recommenda 
tion would be. Is there anything behind the thinking on the plan, re 
vardless of where the authority “lies, regarding these concessions ¢ 

Mr. pu Ponr. It is our conception that there would be no revenues 
directly from the right-of-way. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, would the senator vield ¢ 

Senator Symineton. | would be glad to. 

Senator Case. This discussion is very interesting to me, because | 
might say I have asked the legislative counsel to draft a bill for me, 
which includes a provision which would have the right-of-way a 
quired and held by the Corporation as a holding company, and in 
there—in fact, 1 discussed it with him this morning—the possibility 
of letting the Corporation grant or sell easements for pie ge com 
munication lines, waterlines, gaslines, and oil lines, in the right-of-way. 

Would you see any objection to utility lines running on this broad 
right-of-way ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. No, sir. As a matter of fact, it is pro ided here that 
in that situation, where they do not have limited access facilities on 
their statutes, 5 feet is provided to preserve the limited access. 

There are 5 feet of right-of-way that might be available for that 
purpose in that particular situation. 

Senator Case. Might that not help to meet this utility question we 
have had before us, “because every time we have had a highway bill, 
we have had this problem; and if we permitted the utilities to secure 

easements for rights-of-way in this broad right-of-way for the Inter 
state System to the extent that it would meet their needs, that should 
ease that problem; should it not ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. Of course, if the Federal Government owned them, 
it is our attitude it is reasonable and logical. 

Senator Case. And might earn revenues for the Corporation, as 
well as tolls on bridges / 

Mr. pu Ponr. I do not think they would pay a great deal for it. 

Senator Case. It might not pay a great deal, but in the aggregate, 
it might amount to a considerable sum. 

Mr. pu Pont. They take the position that by virtue of being there, 
they are able to give service which otherwise would not be possible to 
render at ali. 

Senator Case. It might be relatively small, but it might help with 
the administrative costs for the Corporation, and it would do away 
with the problem of getting rights-of-way from individual landown- 
ers, and the cost of changes and things like that. 

Mr. pu Pont. That, of course, would extend the life of the Corpora- 
tion more or less indefinitely. 

Senator Casr. It would also extend the life of the rights-of-way of 
these utilities so that they get an easement or get their utility located 
on the right-of-way, and then the road is ch: anged, but presumably this 
Interstate System right-of-way is going to be with us for some time. 

Mr. pu Pont. Asa matter of fact, you can only put them down the 
middle stretch area. 

Senator Cask. Thank you. 

Secretary Weeks. Mr. Chairman, if I could add to that, it does not 
seem to me personally desirable to extend the life of the Corporation 
beyond the final retirement of the indebtedness, and the fact that the 
job will be done. 
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Senator Case. I do not want to delay your asking questions too 
much, but I do think that Mr. Du Pont has expressed some concern 
at times about the possibility that the price of the right-of-way will 
go up if we do not get the right-of-way at a reasonably early date. 

The Corporation is thought of as a means of getting the right-of- 
way even in advance of the date that the construction can take place. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a brief discussion off the record.) 

Senator Syminoron. Just for the record, Mr. Secretary, in your bill 
you talk about the annual principal and interest payments required, 
and you say “other revenues of the Corporation.” Again will you 
clarify for me what would be those “other revenues” in the Corpo- 
ration ? 

Secretary Werks. Just as you have described them. 

Mr. pu Pont. The only thing I can currently think of would be : 
toll bridge or toll construction. 

Senator Symineton. And that would come back to the Corporation ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. That would be a joint arrangement with the State. 

Senator Symincton. In case of concessions, you would not have any 
rights, but in the case of a toll bridge, would you demand the right 
or request the right or stipulate the right? What would be the com- 
parison between a toll bridge and an eating establishment ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Suppose for example, the toll bridge is an extension 
of the right-of-way, and there are no facilities you could put on the 
side of a toll bridge, as far as eating places and things of that sort. It 
is purely a structure. 

The Federal Government is putting up 95 percent of the cost: 
therefore, they could decide to put tolls on that structure in coopera- 
tion with the State and split the revenues. 

Senator Symineton. The decision on that as to how it would be 
done would be with the Federal Government ? 

Mr. pu Pont. And negotiation with the State. 

Senator Symrneron. But the decision would be with the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr.pu Pont. Yes. That is now in the present law, but the Federal 
Government does not participate in it. 

Senator Symrneton. What would you call a toll structure ? 

Mr. pu Pont. A tunnel might be a toll structure. A long causeway, 
a long expensive bridge—that is one that might be helpful in crossing 
the Mississippi River or something like that. 

Senator Symrneton. You would not count a long, expensive piece of 
road a toll structure ? 

Mr. pv Pont. No 

Senator Symrneton. It is something that is special, extraordinary, 
to the normal development of the road ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, very expensive. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Secretary, you say that no determination 
has been made as to a proper method of financing additions or improve- 
ment to the Interstate System which might be required after the 10- 
year construction period. 

Is it not true that under the provisions of S. 1160 all available gaso- 
line tax revenues for a period of at least 30 years would have to be 
spent ¢ 
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Secret tary Weeks. That is so, but the roads are sup posed to be 
designed and built to last for that 30-year period, and, therefore, at 
the end of the 30 years, I would take it that you would start over again ; 
and the State, of course, would maintain the road as you go along, 
but the job is supposed to be done in 10 years, and to be paid for in 
30 years, at which time, except for current relatively minor mainte- 
nance on the part of the State, you would have the road; and you 
start again. 

Senator Symineton. We have heard a lot about the depreciation 
of the dollar in the last 15 or 20 years, and you might run into some 
trouble, do you not think, as to the extent that you would have C ongress 
committed to the construction of these roads? You are putting up 
money for 30 years to build something in 10 years, is that not right‘ 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct, and if the dollar is shortened or 
lengthened, whichever way you want to put it, you have got a program, 
pes. ss want to continue the program, therefore, you have got to 
find the revenue or borrow the money or what not. 

Senator Symrneron. These questions certainly are not critical of it. 

Secretary Weeks. I understand, sir. 

Senator Symrneton. Under the provisions of the bill, would not 
all gasoline tax revenues above $623 million be appropriated to the 
cor poration, even though such funds should be in excess of the amounts 
required for debt service ? 

Secretary Weeks. That is correct. It might, however, enable earlier 
retirement of the indebtedness and more rapidly taking care of the 
project, as a whole; but the holder of the bond is entitled to look for 
so many years of this 2-cent tax, “X” the $622 million that has been 
set aside. 

Senator Symincron. Actually what you could do, instead of more 
rapid amortization and principal of the bonds, you could simply apply 
the money to the reduction of the debt or toa reduction of the increased 
interest in the debt, could you not ? 

Secretary Weeks. That isthe way I would see it. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. Is that clear? 

Secretary Weeks. Have we not a provision in the bill, Mr. Ray, 
call these bonds at an earlier than matur ity date ¢ 

Mr. Ray. Yes; there is a general provision providing for the ad 
vancing of maturities. 

Senator Syameron. I would like to get that straight in my mind. 
It is issued by the United States Government. The buyer is notified, 
however, that the United States Government does not stand behind 
it, that his investment stands or falls on the 2-cent gas tax. 

Let’s assume that the 2-cent gas tax might be more than is necessary 
for completing the program, as it turns out, with the increased tr: avel 
or for various reasons. 

My question is, Is there any provision now in the bill or statement 
of policy that would cover this situation: if there is an overcharge 
and there is excess money, does that money revert to the Treasury to 
xpply against the national debt, or does that money accelerate the 
umortization of the principal of the bond ? 

Secretary Weeks. I think the money belongs to the Corporation 
until the bonds are serviced or retired. There is a provision here that 
the bonds shall be redeemable at the option of the Corporation before 
maturity in such manner as may be stipulated in the obligation. 
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Senator Symineron. Then what do you think would be done / 
Would you redeem them if you had the money to do it, or would you 
put the money in the Treasury and wait for the normal due date to 
come up‘ : 

Secretary Werks. If I were doing it, 1 would retire them. 

Sen: ator Symineton. There is no fixed policy on that in the Gov 
ernment’s position, the administration’s policy ¢ 

Secretary Werks. Not that I know of. I think that would be a 
matter you would decide from year to year in the program. 

I think that would be a matter of decision of the directors of the 
Corporation. If I were a director, I would like to retire the debt as 

“ey as could be done. 

Senator Symineton. Who are going to be the directors? 

Sec retary Werks. There are three : appointed by the President with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, and the other two would be the 
Secretary of the Treasury and the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Gore. Would you mind if I ask one question ? 

Senator Symincron. I would be glad to yield to the chairman. 

Senator Gorr. Why was it that no term of office was fixed, Mr. 
Secretary / 

Secretary Weeks. Can you answer that question, Mr. " Pont ? 

Mr. pu Pont. It was discussed for various terms of 1,3, and 5 years. 
It seems desirable to have them changed with the administration. 

Senator Busu. To serve at the pleasure of the President under the 
bill, and they are just appointed by him without term ? 

Mr. pu Pont. And serve at the pleasure of the President. 

Senator Busu. I think maybe you did not get that answer, Mr. 
Chairman, the thought when the bill was framed, was that they might 
be changed with the administration and serve at the pleasure of the 
President. 

Senator Gorr. That is alien to policies we have had in creating 
other Government corporations, I believe; for instance, let us take the 
other Government corporations having boards of directors, like the 
Atomic Energy Commission, which is not a corporation exactly, or 
take the TVA. Terms of office are 9 years. 

Would this tend to make of this a partisan agency’ It seems to me 
if we would have a Federal Highway Corporation, we should do all we 
can to remove it from politics rather than make it entirely amenable to 
politics. 

Secretary Weeks. I do not believe that you ever need to have this 
road program into politics. I have observed it when I was a member 
of your honorable body, sir, as to how it worked a little there, sir, and 
ever since I have held my present office. and I do not see much evidence 
of polities. 

I do not think it even contemplated an administration program. 
We are dealing continually in the Bureau of Public Roads with the 
State highway commissions on joint highways and the working to- 
gether, the running of everything is most cooperative. 

Mr. du Pont, do you see any ev vidence of politics in the administra- 
tion of the program ? 

Mr. pu Pont. By and large, no. 

Senator Gorr. Of course, the President can also remove the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury and the Secretary of Commerce; so he can re- 
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move the whole board: and that leaves, it seems to me, the Corporatio: 
only having one purpose, and that is to provide the mechanism for 
issuing the bonds. 

Excuse me for interrupting you, Senator Symington. 

Senator Symincron. If you take 2 cents a gallon out of Missouri for 
the Interstate Highway System, do you not think it would be better if 
you had a surplus, that you could apply that to the State instead of 
having a right to apply it to a reduction of the debt ¢ 

In the theory of the bill, would it not be more fair instead of just 
concentrating on this Interstate System. would it not be more logical 
to have any excess money help the smaller roads of the State or the 
intrastate roads, instead of just going intoa fund? Based on the expe 
riences that I have had all through the Government, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, when it comes to these matters, vour Secretary of the 
Treasury, from what I have read recently, has the same feeling that 
other secretaries have had—he is interested in just one thing: getting 
his hands on some money to retire the debt. 

It seems to me that it would be more fair, if vou did have some excess 
money from the gasoline tax, you could use it to apply to State roads 
secondary roads and urban roads-—instead of just going into a general 
fund to reduce the national debt ? 

Secretary Werks. The only answer I can make to that, sir, is that 
we look at that as a national problem. There might be, cmaiouiie. 
States where because they had already—take my State of Massa 
chusetts, the main interstate highway there. They are just starting to 
construct a toll road directly across the State from east to west. It is 
conceivable that on the apportionment basis that is used in the 1954 
act and in other highway acts, they would not approach the problem 
at all the same way as other States. 

We view this job, looking at it from a national standpoint. and build- 
ing an Interstate System of highways as very important from a 
defense standpoint and it is verv important from the urban access 
standpoint, and as provided in the 1944 act, 40,000 miles, that could be 
changed—I do not think because it might be a little extra money 
personally I do not think it ought to be expended in any other way 
than to get the job done. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, I have just a few more ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Secretary, in the bill reference is made to the authority of the 
Corporation to issue bonds to provide for debt service, in an amount 
not to exceed $5 billion at any one time. This in effect raises the total 
borrowing authority of the Corporation to $26 billion, does it not? 

Secretary Weeks. You have $21 billion that might be open to the 
public through purchase of bonds. Then you could owe the Treasury 
another $5 billion. 

Senator Symineton. Who would have the prior lien ? 

Secretary Weeks. I am sure the holder of the $21 billion would 
have the prior lien. 

Senator Symrineron. In other words, the Treasury would consider 
its loan secondary to the holder ? 

Secretary Weeks. That is right. 

Senator Syminoron. Is that outlined in the bill ? 

Secretary Weeks. Have you got that spelled out that way in the 
bill, Mr. Ray? 
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Mr. Ray. I do not think it is spelled out specifically in the bill. 

Secretary Weeks. If it is not, it should be. Counsel says it is not, 
and, Senator, my opinion is it should be. 

Senator Symineton. Is there any specified maturity on bonds issued 
to the Treasury in this proposal ? 

Senator Martin. Will the Senator yieid ? 

Senator Symrneton. Yes, I will. 

Senator Martin. Has it not been the intention that that $5 billion 
is to be a revolving fund, and it would be secondary for the purpose 
of making these bonds stronger? Has that not been the discussion 
of General Clay’s committee ? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes. It is a cushion from what the 2-cent tax 
may produce. 

enator Symineton. If I may say, regardless of whether it is used 
as a revolving fund or working capital, the question of the priority 
of the fund is what I was trying to get at. 

Senator Martin. I think what he was getting at was the conclusions 
of the Clay committee, and I have talked with the General about that 
matter. I thought that it was obligated for this. 

Senator Symineron. Normally in business when you borrow money 
and then for any reason you decide to borrow more, the latter money 
that you borrow has a prior lien on the money that you borrowed 
priorily. In this case the policy was reversed, and I was just won- 
dering why. 

Senator Martin. That is right. I am glad you brought it out. 

Secretary Weeks. It should be secondary there if it is not. 

Senator Symineron. At least it ought to be clear to the purchaser 
of the bonds. 

Secretary Weeks. Definitely. 

Senator Symrneton. Is there any specified maturity on that bond 
issued by the Treasury ? 

Senator Busu. May I ask a question right there? Is it not implicit 
that any debt to the Treasury is junior to the bonds, because the 
revenues are pledged to the bonds outstanding to the public, so they 
obviously are senior to any debt that is incurred to the Treasury, 
because no revenue is pledged to the servicing of the Treasury 
Department. 

Senator Symineton. If I may say respectfully to the Senator from 
Connecticut, who has forgotten more about bonds and their maturity 
than I will ever know, is it not a fact that sometimes when you need 
money, you have to readjust your entire corporate structure to get that 
money or make commitments. I think, inasmuch as you are allowed 
to get it, the bill should spell it out. 

Senator Busu. I have no objection, but I just submit that must be 
secondary because the revenues are so pledged. 

Secretary Werxs. Mr. Chairman, I think the Senator has drawn 
attention to something we should cover. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think that the Government by the 
sentence at the bottom of page 9 [reading] : 

The obligations issued by the Corporation under this subsection shall have 
such maturities as may be prescribed by the Corporation with the approval of 
the Secretary of the Treasury and shall be redeemable at the option of the Cor- 


poration before maturity in such manner as may be stipulated in the obliga- 
tions— 


controls that, do you not? 
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Senator Symineton. Not necessarily. They could be renewed if 
everything does not go according to plan, and the last one in is the one 
with the highest priority. 

Secretary WEEKs. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ray, counsel for the Com 
merce Department, has a thought he would like to suggest. 

Mr. Ray. I would suggest that we give this further consideration 
because I can envision having the power to obtain a more or less tem 
porary type of advance under this subdivision from the Tre: asury De 
partment and the bonds might have a very lengthy service maturity, 
and the Treasury might be paid off while there would still be outstand 
ing bonds. 

Senator Symineron. You might run into a stockholder fight, is that 
not correct ? 

Why is the interest rate on bonds issued to the Treasury not tied 
spec ifically to the cost to the Gover nment of raising money / 

Secretary Weeks. I think it is, sir. 

Senator Symincron. I think the bill says “be taken into considera 
tion.” I am just wondering could they sell 5-percent bonds / 

Secretary WEEKS (r ading) : 

Each such obligation shall bear interest at a rate determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, taking into consideration the current average rate on outstand 
ing marketable obligations of the United States of comparable maturities as of 
the last day of the month preceding the issuance of the obligation of the 
Corporation. 

I would say it was tied up. 

Senator Symineron. What is the phrase “taken into consideration” / 
Does he sell it for the same or for more or for much more’ Could 
you sell a 5-percent bond / 

Secretary Weeks. I would say, sir | reading | : 
shall bear interest at a rate determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking 
into consideration the current average rate on outstanding marketable obliga 
tions of the United States of comparable maturities as of the last day of the 
month preceding the issuance of the obligation of the Corporation. 

I would say he has got to tie it to the average rate for Government 
revenues. 

Senator Syminetron. It would have to be more, would it not, Mr. 
Secretary, else it could not be sold ? 

Secretary Weeks. Are you alking about the obligation to the 
Treasury ? 

Senator Symineton. Yes, does that mean then that he would sell 
them at the going price of Government bonds ? 

Secretary Werks. He is not going to sell that—— 

Senator Syminectron. I mean the established rate. 

Secretary Werks. Yes, at the going price on Government securities 
of acomparable maturity. Do you see what I mean? 

Senator Symineton. Yes; I see. 

Senator Busu. If you would yield just a question, I think you have 
a different credit from the Federal Government, while he would take 
it into account, he would also take into account the difference bet ween 
the bonds outstanding by the public as distinguished from Govern- 
ment bonds, so that he might be justified in charging this corporation 
for this temporary acommodation somewhat more than the Govern- 
ment itself would have to pay for money of a similar nature, would he 
not ? 
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I would think that the language gives him that leeway. I think 
that is what Senator Symington is trying to get. 

Senator Symineron. That is right. What is the thought behind 
“taking into consideration ¢” 

Secretary Weeks. My judgment would be, in the light of the actual 
language, that the Secretary of the Treasury would c har ge the corpora- 
tion the same rate of interest that similar maturities of Government 
bonds are paying in the market. 

Taking comparable maturities into consideration at whatever the 
average rate is, I would say he would charge the corporation about the 
same rate. 

Senator Busn. He might do that, but my point is under the langu- 
age, I think the Senator is right, he could charge them one-eighth or 
one-fourth cent more if he thought it justified it. 

The difference between these long-term bonds would establish the 
fact that it was a different credit, so he might charge them ahead to 
pay for the money in the short-term market. 

Secretary Weeks. Senator and Mr. Chairman, if you wanted to tie 
it down, you would make the language a little more specific, and I 
would see no objection to tying it down. 

Senator Busu. I do not object to the language, but I would not ob- 
ject to tying it down either: but he does get some leeway there if he 
wants it. 

Senator Syminecron. My next question goes along that line and 
would be important to us in Missouri, referring to section 207 entitled 
“credits for existing roads and toll roads,” I am not just certain how 
this credit to States works out. Apparently we need additional high- 
ways. Your bill, as well as Senator Gore’s bill, are set up to help meet 
that need. 

Why is it that in your bill there is provision presumably to pay 
States for highways already in existence or at least under construc- 
tion? Why isn’t this program set up to deal strictly with the addi- 
tional needed highways? Incidentally, how are you going to decide 
reimbursement to the State? Do you just simply pay the State back 
for the money they can prove to you they have spent on the highways 
in question ? 

Secretary Weeks. The thought behind it is that this is a national 
system; and if a portion of this national system would be in State X 
and has already been built, and is set up and going, that it is fair to 
take the road into the system and pay back to the particular State the 
money that it has expended less the share that the Government might 
have put in—the National Government might have put in under an 
apportionment basis, that would have been a primary road of the 
system—at a depreciated value and so on. 

Senator Gorr. The people in the back of the room are having trouble 
hearing you. Would you keep your voice up, please, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Werks. As I say, here is one State in the 48 that has built 
what we contemplate to be its part of the Interstate Highway System, 
so we say that it is a fair thing to repay them for their expense on that 
road less depreciaion and less what the National Government has put 
in and they would take that money and use it where a toll road was, 
for example, they would retire the toll-road indebtedness or if it were 
a free road, they would be obligated to take the money and put it into 
the primary system of roads in that particular State. That would 
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help to carry on that part of the program, but I think it seemed the 
fairer way, sir—this whole thing, together with the credit to a State 
that had made its contribution already and was in the system in effect. 

I do not believe myself, and I think Mr. du Pont would agree, that 
there would be too many roads taken over under this section of the bill. 
It would be up to the State to make application, and if a road authority 
had a road across Virginia, for example, they might very well not 
apply, in which case you would not pay any attention to that one. 

So, I think it is to a degree academic, but it would happen, I guess, 
in individual cases. 

Do you want to add any comments to that, Mr. du Pont ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. I think it was prompted, as you say, Mr. Secretary, 
by the fact that some States have gone ahead and done more than 
other States, and therefore, they should be recognized for this fact. 

This philosophy was developed insofar as many roads will be taken 
over, first; they must be on the interstate system, and secondly, it must 
at the time of being taken over be adequate for the next 20 years, 
it must have limited access, and so on. 

So, as a practical matter, in my judgment, there would be compara 
tively few miles of highways taken over; but if that were done, it 
would afford a means to reimburse the States and they can use that 
money somewhere else on the primary system. 

Senator Symincron. I have one final question which occurs to me 
from the standpoint of the philosophy of this approach, which is also 
in the school bill. 

Around the beginning of World War IT, there was a rush to go into 
Government corporations handled by a very able businessmen, pri 
marily Mr. Jesse Jones, because in creating corporations of this general 
ch: aracter, they knew they could do things and have more leew: ay and 
be freer of Government restraints, you might say, than in any other 
way. 

I believe that is a fair analysis of the origination of the corporations 
that were originated under the original i incorporation of the RFC. 

But then after this administration came in, there was a great deal 
of talk, which I am sure penetrated into your great Department, about 
getting the Government out of business and efforts were made to sell 
us quickly as possible, the assets of the Government from the stand 
point of any corporate interests that they might have. 

Based on my limited knowledge of some of the assets of the Govern- 
ment, I do not think that some of the sales were made in the interest 
of all the people. I predict that we are going to have some very serious 
troubles in the future incident to, for example, the sale of the rubber 
plants, based on the information that I have; and also a lot of assets 
have been sold because the theory was the Government should get out 
of business and should not have corporations. 

Now, all of a sudden, a whole new concept of how to avoid any direct 
liability against the national debt is to get back into the corporation 
business. 

Today I have seen the full 360-degree sweep in the last 2 years, and 

am wondering if you would care to comment on that. 

Secretary Werks. I would be delighted to do that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a brief discussion off the record. ) 
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Secretary Weeks. I do not see any change in the present administra- 
tion’s viewpoint on Government getting out of business. I do not think 
we believe that the Government should be in business that private citi- 
zens can do just as well as or probably do better, but here is a case where 
the States, jointly or sever lyon ‘annot build roads, and the Govern- 
ment is in the road business. 

The Constitution established that fact one-hundred-and-eighty-odd 
years ago, and this is, as I see it, not at all compar able with selling a 
rubber pk int or selling Inland Waterway Corporation, because they 
were competing with their citizens. 

There isn’t any competition here in this activity with the citizens 
actually. 

Senator Symrneton. I do not think that is entirely true, Mr. Secre- 
tary. They were not competing. They were operated by the rubber 
companies. They were operated by private business. 

I do not think that is quite fair, if I may say so. At the time that we 
were making synthetic rubber for 25 cents, at some point the price of 
natural rubber was 50 cents; and finally the Government was not 
allowed to make a profit—we got the price of natural rubber down 
near 23 cents. 

Already there has been a 50 percent rise in the price of natural rub- 
ber since the word has gone out that the private companies are going 
to actually own the pl: ints, in addition to operating them. 

It was not the Government competing against private industry. 
The companies met every 2 weeks, and although they wanted to buy 
the companies because they would make 2 great deal more money in 
doing it, nevertheless, they were operated in good spirit and private 
industry participated in it. 

Secretary Weeks. If I may comment, I do not think the public 
ought to be in the business of making rubber. Things that the people 
of the country can make for themselves, I do not think the Govern- 
ment should make. 

But, I would like—I am not sure of my facts here—but is it not 
within the Congress to decide whether or not the plants shall be sold 
or not ? 

Senator Symineron. We have the authority to. 

Secretary Weeks. Congress has the final decision ? 

Senator Symineton. It would take legislation to prevent it, but it 
has the authority to enact that legislation. 

Secretary Weeks. In this case, it seems to me desirable, because 
personally I have always been in favor, as to both my own State and 
nationally, if you collect a tax upon gas that it properly be used and 
put into the road business. 

That is the way it ought to go, as I see it; and here is a device to 
borrow outside of the debt limit. You refrain from pledging full 
faith and credit of the Government, to support the bonds with this 
2-cent tax, and in effect you earmark the revenue provided by the 
highway user to do the job. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the Secretary's 
courtesy and your kindness in letting me ask these questions as I have 
two more hearings I should be attending and would like to get to. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Senator Symington. 

Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman 
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Senator Martin. I want to go to the Finance Committee meeting: 
| wonder if I could just get some thinking that the Secretary might 
give some thought to. I think we all agree that America is very much 
behind in the building of roads, of schools, of hospitals, and churches. 

There is going to be a very serious matter to do with the financing. 
Senator Symington brought up the matter of the policy of disposing 
of Government-owned property. There have been various estimates 
on the amount deducted from lands, which averaged from $25 billion 
to $30 billion. 

Has your great Department given consideration to not only dispos 
ing of the real estate and other property that the Federal Government 
owns and the use of that money for capital investment, including 
schools, roads, and hospitals, and encouraging construction of churches, 
because building of churches is one of the most important things con 
fronting our country right now, because we have got to hiave a religious 
revival. 

Have you given any thought to disposing of that property and using 
it for capital investments in our country? 

Secretary Weeks. Senator, the direct answer to your question would 
be “No.” We have a section of the Department that is engaged in 
attempting to find out where and how the Government might get out 
of the business that the people should do. 

As for Government property, even the buildings we occupy are un- 
der control of the General Services Administration, and, of course, 
if you sold property it could not be applied for the purposes you sug- 
gest without an act of the Congress. 

Senator Martin. But you folks could make recommendations to 
Congress. Of course, that money would go into the Treasury and 
would have to be appropriated. 

Secretary Weeks. Under your grant, yes. 

Senator Martin. What I am getting at is a department like yours 
has a great deal of weight with the legislative branch, and for a long 
time I have felt that the Government ought to—for instance, take the 
State of Pennsylvania, where the Government does not own a great 
deal of land, it owns a little, and that is taken off of local tax rolls, 
which is detrimental to the local government. 

It does not do anything to the State government in the way of reve- 
nue, but it does to the local governments. I think in some States, for 
instance, Senator Chavez said the other day that half of the land in 
New Mexico was owned by the Federal Government. I wish you 
would give some consideration to that. 

Then I would like to ask this question of Mr. du Pont: whether or 
not you have given thought that these toll roads never would be free, 
but to be used as a source of revenue to construct other roads. 

This table you have given us has nothing about something that is 
vital to my people in Pennsylvania, and which I am very anxious that 
we have. I know people do not think of my State of Pennsylvania be- 
ing an agricultural State, but farm-to-market roads in Pennsylvania 
have been very important. 

We built 20,000 miles of them over 20 years ago, and it is one of the 
best things we ever did, but those roads are now beginning to need 
quite a little improvement. 

The farm trucks and the farm car using them now at such rates 
of speed, and so on, has necessitated that. You take our turnpike in 





474 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Pennsylvania, even with the extensions that we put on it, it will be 
entirely paid for in less than 15 years from now. Whether that reve- 
nue as a policy is what the Bureau down here recommends will have 
a great deal of weight in the States. 

We got that from the governors that were before us the other day. 
Whether or not you have given thought to that as a source of revenue 
to be used for the building of seconda ary road and the farm-to-market 
road, and so forth, I just w vanted to mention that. 

Mr. pu Pont. Senator Martin, we did not specifically consider that. 
We did have in mind the distributing or capiti alizing States like the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike when it had reached its maturity of bonds— 
primarily from the point of view of the very expensive maintenance on 
the facilities, and while it is not included in here, and I do not think 
there is a place for it—it seemed to me at that time or even before the 
State in which the toll facility is located will issue a debenture or of 
preferred stock based on, let’s say, the value of the real estate and then 
reduce the tolls, because they would have no debt to retire and continue 
to operate it as a toll fac ility to take care of the maintenance, the tolls 
and repairs, and also subsidize the State. 

But, we did not think it was in the realm of the Federal Government 
to get into that field, but it did seem to me such an arrangement would 
be highly desirable at the State level. 

Senator Martin. That is right. I would like to say still further, 
we are figuring, as I under stand it, to finance these bonds, which would 
be about: half a billion dollars in excess of the $62214 million that we 
are using from the 1954 act; it will be about half a billion. 

Mr. pu Pont. This year, yes. 

Senator Martin. A 1-cent additional tax would be another half 
billion; then if we would take tolls at the same rate that we are now 
using on the various turnpikes of the country, and, taking the mileage 
the truck and bus, and other mileage, it would bring, when the system 
is completed, in about another billion four hundred million dollars. 

Say that we figure half that would make a total of revenues from 
those sources of about $1,700 million; and without counting interest, as 
I understand it, we would have $23 billion to take care of this system. 

That would complete the system in 1314 years instead of the 10. 
Would you give consideration toa plan of that kind ? 

Mr. pu Pont. But we wrote those figures out 

Senator Martin. - folks have got so much better facilities on 
that sort of thing. I do not believe I am for that principle, but we 
are having opposition to the Government of the United States financ- 
ing it the way it is suggested, and I think it is so essential to build 
these roads. 

I think the Commission has done a magnificent job, and, Mr. Chair- 
man, I am only bringing those things up that the Bureau may give 
it some thought and maybe the figures that I have given, although I 
tried to take these figures from yours from the Bureau, may not be 
absolutely correct. 

I do not ask for an answer right now. I wanted the whole committee 
to know a little bit—I have been giving this an enormous amount of 
thought, and I have talked to other Senators on both sides of the 
aisle, and I w: anted to bring this out in public. 

I think that is the fair way to do this, Mr. Chairman. I do not 
believe I am for a plan of that kind, but I want to give thought to it. 
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Mr. pu Pont. May I ask the Secretary's permission to supply any 
factual programs for any Senator rather than have it a recommenda 
tion or the sponsorship of the Department / 

Senator Martin. Mr. du Pont, I am not figuring on any sponsor 
ship, and the reason I am doing it is this: I feel that legislatively 
America things are to be done out in the open, and IT am just making 
those suggestions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Are you requesting then that the Department of 
Commerce make an estimate and supply for the record the result of 
their efforts? 

Senator Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. The committee will be glad to receive such informa 
tion. 

Senator Case. 

Senator Case. First of all, Mr. Secretary, I just would like to com 
pliment you on what I think has been a very excellent presentation 
en your part before the committee both today and last Wednesday 
when you were here before the committee. 

I think many of us realize that the presence of the Bureau of Pub 
lic Roads in the Department of Commerce makes an added burden o1 
the Department. How one person can be expected to answer detailed 
questions about all the agencies that are in the modern Government 
weet I do not know; nevertheless, you did it very well. 

I do have some questions as far as a financing plan is concerned. 
I will say frankly that to me there is a great deal of difference bet ween 
dedicating to the retirement of revenue bonds the money which is 
received for the payment of services and the use of the Federal Gov 
ernment’s taxing power to produce revenue and set that aside to the 
retirement of what are called revenue bonds. 

I am going to ask a few questions designed to bring that out. 

Would you thave any objection to dedicating a portion of the Federal] 
gasoline tax to the building of airports? 

Secretary Weeks. To answer it categorically, I would, because I 
think the gasoline tax—you have been levying a tax of 2 cents and 
would propose to under this measure and I ‘do not myself believe 
that the people feel that we ought to invade the field of States’ rights 
in the matter of gasoline tax, to invade that field any further. 

If the Government decided to levy a tax of 6 cents on gas, or 
whatever it might be, they wanted to apply some of it to building air- 
ports or helping in the construction of airports, my only objection 
there would be that I do not see any point in earmarking on other 
structure of the Government revenues. 

Senator Case. That is exactly the point. Once you start ear- 
marking revenues raised by taxes for a particular function of Gov- 
ernment, I think you open the door for doing it all along the line. 

The airplanes pay the Federal gas tax on the gas they use. 

Secretary Werks. Except, $ Senator, that it generally has been con- 
sidered both in the States and in the Government to’a lesser extent, 
I will admit, but in the States it has been considered that the gas 
tax rightfully belonged to the road-construction program. 

I think that is a matter of law in some States. 

Senator Case. What about the Maritime Administration? That is 
in the Department of Commerce, is it not? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Case. Would you see any objection to dedicating a portion 
of the Federal gasoline tax to the improvement of harbors and harbor 
facilities ¢ 

Secretary Werks. My answer would be the same as it would be on 
an airport, but having in mind that the use of what you are doing 
today is you have got a 2-cent tax that is supposed to produce this 
year about $900 million approximately, and it is all earmarked, or at 
least it is all in effect earmarked for the progrm as under the 1954 
bill. 

Senator Gore. No earmarks. 

Secretary Werks. It is not earmarked, but the thinking has been 
that that tax would pay the cost of the 1954 program. 

Senator Case. You said you would object to collecting a tax from 
nonhighway users and dedicating it to building of roads? 

Secretary Weeks. I see no Jeieien. because nonhighway users 
are getting benefit from these roads. This in very large measure 
seems to me to be a great and national defense effort, and every citizen 
participates in the benefit of these roads. 

They may arrive in an airplane today, but they are in their auto- 
mobile tomorrow. 

Senator Case. Would you see any objection to collecting the tax for 
nonhighway use on the farms and using that for building roads, dedi- 
cating it to the Interstate System ? 

Secretary Weeks. My answer would be exactly the same, Senator. 
The farmers use the roads. They may pay tax on the gas they use 
in their tractor, but their produce is going to market on these highways 
in large measure. 

Senator Casr. I asked the secretary of the State highway commis- 
sion in South Dakota what proportion of the State gasoline tax is 
refunded to the farmers, because most of the States—in fact, yesterday 
Senator Byrd said on the floor that he thought all the States—per- 
mitted refund of the gasoline for the amount that they use in non- 
highway use. 

I asked the secretary of the State highway commission in South 
Dakota, and he said that 28.9 percent of the State gasoline tax in 
South Dakota is refunded for nonhighway uses. Presumably the 
same proportion would apply on the Federal gasoline tax. 

Secretary Weeks. My judgment, Senator, is that if the people of 
this country could have this Interstate Highway System available, 
they would readily agree to apply the gas tax for its construction. 

Senator Casr. The trouble is that if you dedicate it and link it 
primarily to the Interstate System or entirely to the Interstate Sys- 
tem, then you find a lot of people who are not interested in it. 

I participated in a meeting on the air down at Wilmington, N. C., 
the other night with Congressman Dondero, and that question was 
brought up by some of the questions in the audience. 

One man wanted to know why they were not going to put any 
money on this ocean road: What is the point of having the Federal gas 
tax dedicated to building the road to Raleigh ? 

It seems to me if we link the tax definitely to the Interstate System, 
we weaken the chances of getting the Interstate System accepted as a 
national responsibility. 

I might not be correct, but it seems to me a number of years ago 
we had an excise corporation tax to levy a certain percentage, 3 per- 
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cent or something like that, on the capital stock of a corporation. 
That might have been a State levy and not a Federal levy. 

Mr. Ray. It was a capital stock levy. 

Senator Case. A capital stock levy. Would you think it would be 
appropriate to have a capital stock tax and dedicate the proceeds of 
that to the expenses of the Bureau of Foreign Commerce / 

Secretary Weeks. No; I would not think that was an appropriate 
action. 

Senator Case. It would not be an appropriate action to take the 
proceeds of the tax of distilled spirits and dedicate that to something 
related to the alcoholic beverage industry / 

Secretary Weeks. No. 

Senator Case. But it seems to me that we open up that whole field 
when we engage in definite linkage. The Interstate System, I am 
thoroughly convinced, ought to be completed as speedily as we can. 

However, I am bothered by this idea of financing that is proposed 
in the bill. 

Secretary Weeks. Senator, I am happy to hear you say that you 
think the Interstate System ought to be completed as rapidly as it 
can be. This is one method of completing it. 

Senator Case. You are interested in the objective? 

Secretary Weeks. Yes, I am. I certainly would not say that it is 
the only method, but I think, as far as I have seen up to date, I think 
it is the best method. 

I do not consider it the only method. It is the best one that the 
administration has been able to bring forward. 

Senator Casr. It has been suggested to me, and in fact it came up 
in this discussion on the town meeting the other night, that the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Act which was passed last year offered a precedent. 

I have a copy of the act before me. It chose not to dedicate the pro- 
ceeds of the tax, but to dedicate the tolls to the service and retire the 
revenue bonds, revenues collected from the people who specifically use 
the seaway. 

That I think would be borne on all four’s if we were building a sys- 
tem of toll roads, and we dedicated the proceeds of the tolls to the 
extent that here you dedicate the revenues from toll prices on tunnels, 
on causeways, and other dev elopments as suggested; and you have a 
direct use. That is not a tax; that is a service; and you dedicate the 
proceeds of a service to the retirement of revenue bonds for one thing. 

To dedicate the proceeds of a tax levied by the taxing power of the 
Government is a different thing, in my opinion. 

I noticed at one point when Senator Symington was speaking that 
you said you did not believe that the Federal Government should en- 
gage in business which could be performed by private enterprise or 
some words to that effect. 

Did you anticipate that on the rights-of-way owned by the State 
or by the Federal Government or by the Federal corporation, what- 
ever method you used, that we should issue a concession or go into 
the business of supplying food, gasoline, selling other articles? 

Secretary Weeks. I do not think that is at all indicated in the 
bill. The States would have the authority and acquire the rights-of- 
way. 

Would you care to comment on that, Mr. du Pont / 

61030—55—-31 
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Mr. pu Pont. Is it not contemplated in the bill, and currently I 
know of no State which can acquire rights-of-way for purposes other 
than highway use. 

Senator Cast. Then you would not favor any language in the bill 
which would authorize the granting of concessions for business enter 
prises as such ? 

Mr. pu Pont. The States would become possessed of that land. I 
do not think they could under existing State laws use it for purposes 
other than highways. 

Secretary Weeks. Did you mean, Senator, the language to authorize 
the Federal Government to do that ? 

Senator Case. I thought at one point somebody referred to the 
granting of concessions. 

Secretary Weeks. It would be by the States. I certainly would not 
be in favor of the Federal Government letting out concessions all over 
the United States. If it is to be done, it should be done by the States 
and not by the Federal Government. 

Senator Case. I would like to ask another question of Mr. du Pont. 
I noticed you used the term “causeway.” Should causeway be specifi- 
cally mentioned as distinguished from tunnels or bridges? Is a cause- 
way not a bridge? 

Mr. pu Pont. To be quite frank with you, I had in mind the one 
that was recently built from Tampa that is a series of bridges, 
causeways, and et cetera. 

Senator Case. Actually, if the committee should think in terms of 
tolls on bridges, all other highly expensive structures, if we wanted 
to make it possible to collect anything on causeways, the word “cause- 
ways” should be used as distinguished from bridges, then should it 
not ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. Many bridges have a causeway at the approach which 
is considered part of the structure. That might be a very definite 
source of revenue. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated earlier, I have been 
trying to get into proper form some items, and I discussed them 
yesterday with the legislative counsel, and he is drafting those 
suggestions. 

I would like to bring those to the attention of the committee, and 
at that time I think I will put it in the form of a bill. 

In order to conserve time of the committee, I would like to defer 
some questions I want to raise until I have them incorporated in this 
bill. 

Senator Gore. The committee will appreciate your suggestions. 

Senator Case. I will yield at this time. 

Senator Gore. The chairman particularly is aware of the thorough 
study that you give to all problems, particularly those coming before 
the committee on which you serve, and I know your suggestions will 
be a valuable contribution. 

I believe Senator Neuberger is the only member who has not had 
an opportunity to question the Secretary. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman from Oregon 
just kindly let me make a statement, as I must leave ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Busn. I then want to say too, to the committee that I 
think we should be very grateful to the Secretary, and I personally 
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am, for his presentation about this bill, and I personally think the 
bill isa very sound one. 

I think he has very ably presented it and defended it here, so | 
wanted to express my great appreciation for that. 

Secretary WEEKS. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator NeuBerGer. I want to ‘apologize to you for my discourtesy, 
Mr. Chairman, and you, Mr. Secretary, for my tardiness in arriving. 
I had another meeting. 

Senator Gore. There is no discourtesy involved. 

Senator Neupercer. The Senator and I had amendments yesterday, 
and our amendments were shortlived, Mr. Chairman, but I had an 
amendment and my intentions regarding the amendment still persist: 
to increase the Federal gasoline tax from 2 cents to 3 cents per gallon. 

I do not have any figures with me now, but it is my remembrance 
that the various consultants with whom I talked about this, indicated 
that under the President’s program or the Clay report, whatever you 
want to call it. the interest could be reduced, the interest charges on 
the same amount of highway construction, could be reduced from 
$11,548 million. It would seem to me that that would be a desirable 
improvement. 

What is your opinion of that, Mr. Secretary / 

Secretary Werks. My only comment would be the taxing power 
being in the hands of Congress, if it is their judgment that the rate 
should go up on the gas tax or any other tax, that is all right. 

If you are going to do this program substantially as the adminis 
tration presents it in this S. 1160, it is naturally going to be paid for 
somehow. You can pay for it out of revenue or general revenues 
or you can pay for it out of a highway tax on the gas or you 
borrow the money and tax sufficiently to service and retire 
the bonds. 

I think it might be presumptious on my part to comment on whether 


or not you would increase the tax on gas. Personally, I would not do 
it, but I think this is the method but you have to pay for the program. 
and you pay for it just as a man buys a new washing mac hhine. He 
can pay for it all today or he can borrow the money and pay interest 
and amortize the purchase; and just as we borrow money in the 
Government, generally. I don’t know that that answers your question, 
sir. 

Senator Nevpercer. Just one other question, Mr. Secretary. Un 
der this program as it stands now, is it not a vastly disproportionate 
amount of money that is proposed to be spent on interest compared to 
that amount that will be spent on actual construction of bridges, pave 
ment, and so on? 

As I remember, it was about for every dollar spent on roads—in- 
terest and acquisitions and all the other things to construct this In- 
terstate System—about 55 cents additional goes to interest charges. 
Is that not an feb high amount? 

Secretary Weeks. I do not have the figures in hand, Senator, but 
if a man buys a house and puts a mortgage on the house—if you figure 
it out along that line, you now say I could save a lot of money if he had 
not borrowed that money, but that is the essence of our system; and I 
do not think over a 30 year period, if that is the program you adopt, 
you can effectively compare the amount of interest paid over the whole 


ean 
. amortize, 
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program with the cost of the project any more than you can with the 
automobile you buy on the installment plan or what not. 

Some of the people who buy on the installment plan often pay 
quite a disproportionate charge in interest rate to what they could 
buy if they put cash on the barrelhead. 

Senator Neupercer. The difference between the individual and the 
(yovernment is that the individual does not have any taxing power. 
He cannot help himself oftentimes. Sometimes the Government can. 
My feeling is we need this Interstate System, and everything else, but 
I just hate to see such a large proportion of it go into interest rates. 

Secretary Weeks. If the Congress wants the roads, they have got to 
pay for them. You can pay for them tomorrow or borrow and pay 
the way we suggest. It is a question for the alternative, it seems to 
me. 

Senator NeuBercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. I have one question, Mr. Secretary. Section 208 of 
the bill would convey to the proposed highway corporation the power 
of eminent domain. 

It provides on page 24 that in case of condemnation, the corporation 
would pay 95 percent of the cost. That raises not one but several 
questions. 

Who pays the other 5 percent? Would it not be necessary, if the 
State is to pay 5 percent, for the State to join in the condemnation 
proceedings ? 

If this be true, would not the purpose of the act be defeated? In 
other words, if a State did not have the authority to condemn outright, 
would it have the authority to join in condemnation to the extent of 
5 percent ? 

Then can the Congress constitutionally confer upon the corporation 
the authority of eminent domain and yet limit the corporation to the 
payment of 95 percent of the just compensation for the property that 
is condemned ? 

Secretary Weeks. The State would pay the other 5 percent in- 
volved. Would you comment on that, Mr. du Pont? 

Mr. pu Pont. Mr. Ray could comment on that, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Ray. I think Mr. du Pont should answer that question. How- 
ever, my understanding is that that would be a negotiated arrangement 
with the State. 

Mr. pu Pont. The Bureau of Public Roads in the case of access 
roads has already been given the power of eminent domain in order 
to expedite all roads to airports or defense plants or military installa- 
tions, so presumably it could be given that power under this bill. 

Senator Gore. If I might interject a question. Has the power been 
given to the Bureau of Public Roads to condemn property and pay 
only a partial amount of the just compensation therefor? 

Mr. pv Pont. The power is merely given to condemn. 

Senator Gore. The tive power of eminent domain connotes the re- 


sponsibility of the Government to recompense the owner of the prop- 
erty condemned. 

My question is: Is there any limit to the amount which the Bureau 
of Public Roads will pay? Here they are limited to 95 percent with 
no assurance that the other 5 percent will be paid. That is quite a 
legal question, it appears. 
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Mr. pu Pont. As a practical matter, it would be by agreement, and 
we might pay the full amount. Of course, we are going to have a 
highway built and charge the respective cost if borne by the Federal 
Government on the State, because your land goes into the State 
eventually and becomes part of the system. 

Senator Gore. You say you may pay it all but the language of the 
bill is as follows [reading]: 
and shall be payable out of the funds available to the Secretary for construction 
of projects on the Interstate System to the extent of 95 per centum of the ap 
praised value of such rights-of-way, or of the actual cost, whichever is lower 

Mr. pu Ponr. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. How could you pay it all under that provision ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. By agreement. In other words, we have a project, 
and we would say when it comes to acquiring the right-of-way, we 
will condemn it and you are going to be responsible for 5 percent 
of the cost of this right-of-way, not cash on the barrelhead, but you 
deduct and take a greater participation in the actual road surfacing. 

Senator Gore. Mr. du Pont, you would not seriously advocate that 
you plan to evade the law before we pass it, would you? 

Mr. pu Pont. I do not consider that as an evasion of the law. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Counsel, are you concerned with that as a legal 
approach ? 

Mr. Ray. I am not thoroughly familiar with when the matching 
funds come into this, Mr. Chairman, but I had thought that that 
had to do with the fact that, of course about 8 percent of the Inter- 
state Highway System under this bill would come in matching funds 
‘from the States, the $116 million per annum, which was the reason 
for the latitude, so that there would be a State interest right from 
the start of the project. 

Senator Gore. The language of the bill would appear clear. It 
would appear to be a limitation to the extent of— 

95 per centum of the appraised value of such rights-of-way, or of the actual! 
cost, whichever is lower. : 

Mr. pu Pont. The intended purpose of this is to have the State have 
an interest in this complete project. Experience has demonstrated 
that if the Federal Government alone is participating in the cost, you 
are apt to have to pay a somewhat higher price, so that language is 
intended to be a sharing in the cost. 

Senator Gore. I was not asking about the purpose. 

Mr. pu Pont. And this is to have their interest and they share in 
the cost to that extent. Maybe it is not clear. 

Senator Gore. I think that is a question on which the counsel, with 
the Secretary’s permission, might submit a memorandum, and it is 
undoubtedly one of the questions that will be directed to the Attorney 
General when he appears. 

I have only one further question, as far as I am concerned, Mr. 
Secretary, and that is some further word as to when the reports re- 
quired by sections 11 and 13 will be available. 

Secretary Werks. I think we should have them up in a very few 
days, this week or the very first part of next week. 

Mr. pv Pont. The final draft of the needs study was sent to Budget 
after conference with them this morning. 

Senator Gorr. This morning? 
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Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir; and I conceive no conflict on that matter. 

Senator Gore. Then that will be available for the first of the week ? 

Mr. pv Pont. I cannot conceive of anything now that would disturb 
that. That is the needs study. As far as the toll-road study, that 
should come along next week; and as far as the financial aspects, I 
would think about the same time. 

Senator Gore. Are there any further questions of the Secretary ¢ 

Did you include the reports required by both sections 11 and 13 in 
your remarks ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes. 

Senator Gort. Do you have any further questions to ask of Secretary 
Weeks, Senator Thurmond ¢ 

Senator THurmonp. Yes. I, too, would like to express my deep 
appreciation to the distinguished Secretary of Commerce and Mr. 
du Pont for their testimony before this committee, which I feel has 
been very helpful. 

Mr. Secretary, the two main objections that have been raised to the 
bill before the committee known as administration bill or the bill as 
a result of the Clay report, S. 1160: the huge amount of interest which 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon just referred to, as aggregat- 
ing, I believe, about $11 billion; and the other objection had been 
raised, chiefly, is that it is a method to get around the debt limitation. 

A great many people that this Government has gone far enough 
into debt and that it should not go any further into debt, and that 
although this is a corporation that would be organized to handle this 
matter and incur the obligation, that still it would be a debt of the 
Federal Government. 

Those are the two main objections, I believe—the interest and the 
increasing the debt—that I have heard voiced. 

Not that I am advocating this plan, but I would just like to get your 
viewpoint, and as you are familiar with the figures, a plan that might 
designate these highways as defense highways, and you might say 
that they could and would be used or held in reserve primarily for 
defense purposes. 

If an increase in the gasoline tax of 1 cent was made per gallon, 
and a toll placed on the roads, would that make the plan self-sustain- 
ing provided the States furnish 5 percent of the rights-of-way ? 

Secretary Werxs. Senator, I do not think that, firstly, the extra 
cent weal. do the job as we envision it—the necessity of getting 
it done and getting it done in this 10-year period; and secondly, my 
observation would be that it would not be practical or desirable to 
reserve these roads solely for defense purposes. 

Senator THcrmonp. I did not mean to imply that they need be 
reserved, but I mean that in time of emergency or crisis when they 
are needed, they would be in reserve primarily for defense purposes. 

Secretary Werks. I certainly think that could be and should be so; 
vnd I think to designate them as defense highways would be a pos- 
sibly appropriate method of indicating to the people that they have 
« very high importance in the defense program setup. 

You mentioned the interest factor. I think I have commented on 
that in answer to the Senator from Oregon. Did you say something 
about the increase in the debt? 

Senator THuRMOND. Yes, 
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Secretary Weeks. May I ask what your comment was with respect 
to the increase in the debt ¢ 

Senator Tuurmonp. It is that conservative thinking people feel that 
this road system greatly increases the debt of the Federal Government, 
whether it is a direct obligation, or an indirect obligation, through a 
corporation. 

Secretary Weeks. Senator, I do not think—in fact, I am sure—it is 
not a direct or an indirect obligation; but a man buys one of these 
bonds, he is promised that the 2-cent tax and the $5 billion Treasury 
fund will be available to support the bonds. 

It has been the recent tendency, I think, on the part of the Govern- 
ment, to in effect apply this tax to the road program, and as the use 
increases, as more gas is sold, and the roads are used more by the 30 
million increased population, which we envision in the next 10 or 15 
years, and by this increase to 81 million cars from 58 million at the 
present time within 10 years, I think that the tendency will be on the 
part of the Federal Government and Congress to in effect spend this 
money on roads. 

If you do not let it apply on the road program as we have been doing 
it, I just say that you do not do this interstate job the way I think it 
ought to be done. 

Senator THurmonp. If a system of tolls were placed on these roads, 
along with 1-cent-per-gallon gasoline tax increase, would that finance 
the program without a big increase in the debt 

Secretary Weeks. In the first place, the thinking of the committee 
that studied this was that these would be free roads. All conversa- 
tions have been to the end that we have the system a free-road system, 
and that we keep the National Government out of the toll-road 
business. 

I should like Mr. du Pont to comment on whether or not if there 
were toll roads—was the question whether or not the present tax would 
be sufficient ? 

Senator THurmonp. If an increase was made in the gasoline tax of 
1 cent per gallon—it is now 2 cents, if it were increased to 3 cents 
would that, together with a reasonable toll on the roads finance the 
obligations and not cause us to increase the national debt ? 

Secret: iry Weeks. I think the answer would be “Yes,” because you 
would then in such a case set the tolls at such a rate that it would take 

care of it, but do you want to comment, Mr. du Pont, on the figures? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, Mr. Secretary. An increase in the gasoline tax 
which is currently producing about $500 million per annum, naturally 
would increase each year; at the present time there are in existence 
approximately 1,000 miles of toll roads in operation, and another 
thousand approximately are under construction. 

It. might appear feasible to build between 5,000 and 6,000 additional 
miles, giving you a total of 8,000 miles which might be financed by 
tolls. That represents 20 percent of the cost, because a great deal of 
the cost of this Interstate System is in urban metropolitan areas, 
congested areas, where a toll road i is not feasible. 

In my opinion, without going through the mathematics, I do not 
believe through the construction of these roads that are now under 
consideration, plus 1 cent, would make it possible to build the Inter- 
state System in 10 years. 
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I should like to actually figure that, but that is my opinion. There 
is a possibility which I think we would all be opposed to. If you 
‘eated a toll authority at the Federal level, you could build more 
toll roads, because you could then have it extend over some areas that 
would not be self-supporting, and depend on those higher density 
areas that would support it but having built those roads that will not 
serve the community or the Nation as will the Interstate System as 
conceived, because this system includes extension into the urban areas, 
and, secondly, you cannot do that on a toll basis. 

Senator THurmMonp. What would be the main objection to levying 
an increase of l-cent per gallon on gasoline to reduce the interest 
charges? 

Secretary Weeks. I think primarily, sir, it is an invasion of a field 
which the States consider their domain. There has been, as you know, 
a feeling for a number of years that the Federal Government should 
get out of the gasoline tax entirely and give it to the States, and I 
think there would bea good deal of objection. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Until the Federal Government does get out 
though, it now collects 2 cents. Is there any more objection if they 
levied 1 more cent ? 

Secretary Werks. I think that is a matter for the Congress to decide, 
but I do know the States have felt that was their field. 

Senator THurmonp. That is all. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger, 

Senator NEUBERGER. Following Senator Thurmond’s very effective 
questioning, there is one thing that puzzles me in your answer to the 
question by the distinguished Senator from South Carolina. Why 
is it you gentlemen alw: ays say it is a problem for Congress to decide 
on finance ? 

Why do you give them other recommendations and then say it is 
up to you to decide the financing? I do not understand how you 
separate in your own mind the question of paying for this or con- 
structing it. 

Whenever Senator Thurmond or anyone quickly comes to the ques- 
tion of financing, then you gentlemen say it is for Congress to decide. 

Of course, everything here is for Congress to decide. I may be 
naive, but I have been listening to the Secretar y of the Treasury dis- 
cussing and deploring deficit financing and anything that does any- 
thing to promote deficit financing. 

Senator Gorr. As irresponsible. 

Senator Neunercer. Yes; I am sorry. As irresponsible and silly. 
Then when it comes to increasing the gasoline tax, which would elimi- 
nate a great deal of this interest charge, which would cut down from 
$11 billion to $3 billion, you are not for that. 

I do not understand it. You are encouraging a lot of deficit financ- 
ing on the one hand, and yet the Secretary of the Treasury is de- 
nouncing as irresponsible and silly anything that increases the deficit 
spending. 

Senator Case. I did not notice that the Secretary said he was 
opposed to it. He said it was a matter for Congress to decide. 

Senator Neunercer. Why is it that he feels they should not recom- 
mend to the committee a method of financing any more than a method 
of construction or planning? 
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Senator Case. I think he feels that the Secretary of the Treasury 
is the person to make a recommendation as to that. 

Senator THurMonb. Could I ask one more question, Mr. Chairman { 

Senator Gere. I believe the Secretary wants to comment. 

Secretary Werks. I just want to say—I think I said it before the 
Senator from Oregon came in—that our suggestion or proposal is 
one proposal which the Department thinks is a ‘good one. 

Maybe you can devise a better one, but we have been through this 
thing a good deal, and think this is the way to do it, and suggest it. 

Senator Case. I recall, also, Mr. Secretary, you said the objective 
was to get the roads built, or words to that effect. 

Secretary Weeks. I think, Senator, that that is not the point, but 
the very important objective. 

I think we have reached a point in this country where the increased 
population, the increased use of the roads, requires us to take a pretty 
broad view and do something about it before we get in a jam, and that 
is why we like to see this thing done and done in 10 years. 

Senator, I am not against the extra cent at all, and I do not intend 
to say that it should not be used. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond. 

Senator Trurmonb. Mr. Secretary, I am one of these people who 
is opposed to deficit financing, and believes in a balanced budget. 
I want to ask you this question: How much in dollars and cents would 
it reduce the interest if 1 cent additional on gas were added / 

Secretary Werks. Do we have an estimate on that, Mr. du Pont ? 

Mr. pu Pont. No; we do not. 

Senator Gore. Can you supply it for the record 

Mr. pc Pont. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Have you finished, then, Senator? 

Senator TuHurMonpb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Mr. du Pont, you aroused my curiosity a bit by 
saying that if a national toll road authority was created, a larger 
number of miles of toll roads can be constructed and be self- 
liquidating. 

Mr.pu Pont. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you mean by that that if you link the whole 
system together, that some sections would be highly profitable, others 
less profitable, but as has been generally the case with our national mail 
service, there are few rural routes, if any, that pay their way, but the 
whole system generally does. Is that the theory on which you express 
that opinion? 

Mr. pu Pont. Let us be specific. I think it will make it a little 
clearer. If you attempted to construct a series of toll roads from 
New York to Miami, you would find the ones in Georgia and Alabama 
would not be self- supporting if those particular fac ilities were created 
under an authority created by those respective States. 

If on the other hand, you did it through a Federal toll road author- 
ity, the profitable areas would be sufficiently great to take care of 
those States where the traffic was not sufficient. 

Senator Gore. Would that be equally true with a toll road from 
New York to St. Louis ? 

Mr. pu Pont. From New York to St. Louis, I would hesitate to 
state categorically, but I would think it might be. 
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Senator Gorr. In general, how many miles do you think could be 
constructed under a national toll road system that would be self- 
liquidating ¢ 

Mr. pu Ponr. If you included the present highways also—I mean 
the present toll roads? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. pu Ponr. I would think it would increase it at least 25 percent. 

Senator Gore. Then from 8,000 to what ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I would add another 25 percent at least. 

Senator Gore. Something above 10,000 miles ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I would say so; yes, sir. It might be a little more 
or a little less. 

Senator Gore. The committee thanks you, Mr. Secretary, and you, 
Mr. du Pont, and you, Mr. Counsel, for your appe: irance. You have 
been very couteous and very helpful. 

The committee is grateful to you. 

The Chair would like to inquire of Mr. Nance if it would be incon- 
— for him to appear tomorrow at 10 0’ clock. 

Mr. Nance. Mr. Chairman, if you have a few minutes, I think I 
can summarize my position. On the other hand, I can come back 
tomorrow. I had made other plans, however. 

Senator Gore. Is there any objection to allowing Mr. Nance a few 
minutes to present his position with the privilege to include all Jiis 
remarks in the record. 

(There was no such objection.) 

Senator Gore. The committee will hear you now, Mr. Nance. 

Without objection, your full prepared statement will go into the 
record. 

(The above-mentioned statement is as follows. ) 








STATEMENT BY JAMES J. NANCE, PRESIDENT, STUDEBAKER-PACKARD CORP., AND 


PRESIDENT, AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 
My name is James J. Nance. I am president of the Studebaker-Packard Corp., 
and of the Automobile Manufacturers Association. I appear here today as 
spokesman for the latter organization. 

Here with me are Mr. William F. Hufstader, vice president of the General 
Motors Corp., and chairman of the highway policy committee of the Automobile 
Manufacturers Association; and Mr. William J. Cronin, managing director of 
the association. 

We welcome the opportunity to express the views of the Nation’s motor vehicle 
manufacturers on proposals now before Congress for a bold new Federal-aid 
highway program to help our State and local governments build greater safety 
and greater traffic capacity into our roads and streets. 

The automobile industry has a deep and natural interest in such proposals for 
highway improvement. As builders of motor vehicles, we are in a sense in part- 
nership with those Government agencies that build roads and streets. Together, 
we provide for the American people the facilities for highway transportation. 

Over the years this partnership has had profound effects—not only on the 
growth of our own industry, but also on the growth of the national economy, 
on the rise in the American standard of living, and on our Nation’s strength in 
time of defense emergencies. 

Much of the reason for these advances is to be found in still another partner- 
ship, within the highway field itself. 

While our roads and streets are built and maintained by State and local gov- 
ernments, the improvement of a national network of major routes has been in 
large measure initiated and guided by Federal-aid highway legislation written 
by Congress almost 40 years ago, and amended by Congress over the years to 
meet changing problems arising from the steady growth of traffic. 
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Today the Congress has under consideration another major revision of the 
Federal-aid road program, Just as in the past, the actions of Congress on this 
program will have profound effects on the whole future course of highway 
development in the United States. 

You as members of this Subcommittee on Roads are well aware that important 
sections of our road and street network are seriously congested and hazardous 

They are not adequate for safe and efficient use by the 58 million motor vehicles 
now owned by our people. They will be much less adequate, if their neglect is 
continued, for the 81 million vehicles expected to be in use 10 years from now 

You have heard testimony from qualified national authorities that our roads 
and streets are not now capable of meeting demands they may face in the event 
of another war—which may call for mass evacuation of large cities and extreme 
reliance on a form of transportation that, because of its flexibility and its sheer 
number of individual units, is less vulnerable to paralysis under large-scale 
bombing attacks against this continent. 

We do not, then, believe you want or need to hear more discussion from 
us about the obvious fact that this Nation has serious highway deficiencies. 

You are concerned with defining the Federal role in helping the State and 
local governments deal with these highway deficiencies. 

You are studying such questions as the amount of Federal road funds to 
be authorized, the division of funds among road systems within the States, 
and methods for meeting the Federal costs involved. 

We in the automobile industry, in turn, are concerned that all of these related 
questions be viewed in the light of some fundamental economic considerations. 

We believe the issue before this Subcommittee on Roads is much 
than that of highway inadequacies. 

We believe the decisions of Congress on highway legislation in the coming 
weeks will have a real and impelling influence on the all-important question of 
whether or not the national economy will continue to expand in the next 10 
years at a rate which Government and private economists agree is necessary 
to assure sufficient employment and steadily higher living standards for our 
growing population. 

As I shall point out later in more detail, our accumulated highway deficiencies 
of the last quarter-century have exerted a constantly heavier braking action on 
the Nation’s economic progress. 

Unless these highway deficiencies are overcome to a very substantial extent 
in the next 10 years, this Nation will not attain the higher employment and 
family income levels that it is capable of attaining, and that the economic 
well-being of our growing population requires that it attain. 

As the starting point in dealing with these important considerations, we 
call your attention to the recent findings of the Joint Congressional Committee 
on the Economic Report. 

That committee has determined that the Nation’s yearly output of goods and 
services—the gross national product—will need to rise nearly 50 percent in 
the coming 10 years, in order to assure adequate employment opportunities 
and continued gains in family income for our expanding population. 

This increase of almost 50 percent in the national economy over the coming 
decade can come about only if we continue the process which, over the years, 
has regularly increased the national wealth so that there is more to be shared 
among all our people. 

The process is one of making constantly greater capital investment in 
places where it will result in lower costs and higher quality of goods and servy- 
ices—so that more can be produced because more people can afford to buy 
and have more incentive to buy. 

This wealth-creating process applies to the new tractor purchased by a farmer, 
the better machinery installed in a factory, the new product developed in a re- 
search laboratory—anywhere, in fact, that men find ways to meet human needs 
at lower cost or to meet them better at no greater cost. 

One of the places where greater capital investment is urgently needed, and 
will be vastly productive of greater national wealth, is in our network of roads 
and streets. 

We cheat ourselves when we look on highway needs as public works that 
would be nice to have if we could afford the cost. 

We will stop cheating ourselves when we look on highway needs for what 
they really are: opportunities for capital investments that will pay for them- 
selves many times over by lowering the cost and raising the quality of highway 
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transportation, and thereby making possible an expansion of the national 
wealth. 

Over the years, the improvement of highways has demonstrated its ability 
to raise property values, generate greater production of goods and services, and 
create new kinds of business and employment that did not exist before and could 
not exist without the better highways. 

Today there are more than 700,000 automotive business establishments 
scattered through the length and breadth of this land. Most of them are small, 
independent establishments—trucking and taxi firms, service garages, gaso- 
line stations, automotive dealerships and parts suppliers, and other kinds of 
retail stores. 

Some 10 million persons—nearly one-sixth of our civilian labor force—are 
employed in the manufacturing, selling, servicing and commercial use of motor 
vehicles. 

Again, most of the employment is in small independent enterprises. Vehicle 
manufacturing accounts for one-tenth of the total. 

This employment figure has risen by nearly 4 million persons since 1940. It 
has always been closely related to the growth in vehicle-miles of highway travel. 

Some $65 billions in yearly output of goods and services—almost one-fifth of 
the gross national product—are involved in this far-flung highway transporta- 
tion industry. It has a large bearing on every other phase of the national 
economy, from farm and steel-mill output to the tourist industry and the growth 
of suburban communities. 

We come now to another significant fact. 

During the 1920’s—America’s great roadbuilding era—highway travel kept 
rising at a rate well above the growth of the national economy. 

After 1930, roadbuilding lagged. Even today it is barely back to its earlier 
levels, although traffic is now more than 2% times as great as it was a quarter- 
century ago. 

This buildup of highway deficiencies over the last 25 years has prevented 
traffic from continuing to rise faster than the national economy. 

From studies of the effect of road improvements in generating new traffic, 
and of comparisons between States with varying degrees of highway defi- 
ciencies, traffic authorities in the United States Bureau of Public Roads now 
estimate that if our present highway system were reasonably adequate for 
traflic needs, our present total of some 557 billion yearly vehicle-miles of travel 
would be at least 25 percent greater. 

What this means is that highway transportation has not been able for the 
last 25 years to continue to the same degree its earlier role of stimulating a more 
rapid growth of the economy, because our highways have failed to keep pace 
with traffic demands. 

The effects on employment, on production of goods and services, and on Gov- 
ernment tax revenues lost through this failure of the economy to expand at a 
faster rate, all defy precise measurement. 

There can be no doubt, however, that this loss is very considerable. 

What does this braking effect on our national economic growth mean for the 
future, in terms of the required rise in gross national product over the next 10 
years to assure more jobs and higher living standards for our growing population ? 

The recent report on highway needs by the Governors’ Conference declares: 

“The projected figures for gross national product will not be realized if our 
highway plant continues to deteriorate. The relationship is, of course, recipro- 
cal; an adequate highway network will facilitate the expansion of the economy 
which, in turn, will facilitate the raising of revenues to finance the construction 
of highways.” 

One could hardly ask for a more clear charting of a sound course for future 
highway development than this forward-looking statement made by our State 
governors. 

American industry has confidence that it will have between 15 and 25 million 
more customers in the coming decade, and believes that these customers will have 
steadily greater individual purchasing power. 

We are preparing for that kind of future. We are investing a large share of 
net earnings of industry in expanded research and expanded production facilities. 

And because no industry today, and no individual company, can come even close 
to financing its new capital investments entirely from current income, we are not 
hesitant to use long-term credit financing to obtain much of our needed capital- 
investment funds. 

We know that these investments will more than pay for themselves. They will 
pay dividends to the investors, and dividends to our stockholders, and dividends 
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to our present and future employees, and dividends to our present and future 
customers, 

We believe our Government too has good reason—yes, even a clear obligation 
to prepare for the needs of this growing Nation. Among measures certainly to 
be included here are greater capital investments to overcome our major highway 
deficiencies. 

Once the highway problem is viewed in its true light—as a problem of capital 
investment needed to assist the Nation’s economic growth—it then follows that 
the problem can be dealt with only by investing road funds in places where they 
will be the most productive in lowering the cost and raising the quality of high 
way transportation. 

The most critical highway deficiencies—those having the most adverse effects 
on our economic growth—are found on the 40,000-mile Interstate Highway 
System. 

Our most acute traffic congestion, and our heaviest concentrations of traffic 
accidents, exist on this key system—which was established by Congress in 144 
following studies by a special National Highway Commission appointed in 141 
by the late President Franklin Roosevelt. 

Traffic accidents now claim over 36,000 American lives annually and involve 
a yearly cost of over $4 billions. Competent traffic safety authorities estimate 
that up to 40 percent of these accidents will be eliminated by the making of 
needed road and street improvements. 

Half of this total national saving will come, according to a study by the Auto- 
mobile Manufacturers Association, from modernization of the Interstate System 
alone. 

This AMA study showed that, aside from accident reduction, still other im- 
portant savings to motorists will result from improvement of the Interstate 
System—in the form of gasoline economy, less brake and tire wear, and time 
savings for commercial vehicles with paid drivers. 

In all, United States motorists are now paying a cost penalty which approaches 
$2% billion a year for lack of these needed Interstate System improvements 
This sum is far in excess of the amount that would be needed to finance highway 
bonds that would cover the full cost of the needed Interstate System betterments. 

Although this system contains barely over 1 percent of our total road and 
street mileage, it will carry one-fifth of all United States traffic when modernized. 
Half of all our motorists will use this system for some part of their daily travel. 

Modernization of the Interstate System, then, is the most important service 
the Federal Government can provide to reduce traffic accidents and traffic con 
gestion. Nearly all our most critical highway problems will be met by this single 
action. 

The automobile industry therefore strongly supports the proposal made by 
the President, following the recommendation of his Highway Advisory Com- 
mittee, for a $25 billion Federal expenditure over the next 10 years to meet 
the needs of the Interstate Highway System. 

We also recognize that many other highway deficiencies exist, outside of the 
Interstate System. Our road officials estimate that the Nation’s total road and 
street construction requirements for the coming decade amount to $101 billion 
In addition, the State and local governments must spend nearly $25 billion on 
road maintenance and administration costs during this same period. 

In stressing the importance of the Interstate System, we in no way intend to 
minimize these other highway needs. We are confident that Congress will con- 
tinue to give adequate attention to these other requirements. 

To finance this expanded Federal road program, we recommend that Congress 
adopt the same methods that have always been used in business and industry 
to deal with capital investments needed for expansion. 

Because you are dealing here with a capital investment that will have an im- 
pelling influence on the Nation’s economic growth in the years ahead, you are 
therefore not dealing only with presently available Federal revenues. Your de- 
cisions will have a direct bearing on the level of Federal revenues to be available 
in the future as a result of the growth of the economy. 

For example, if the required expansion of the economy by 50 percent takes 
place in the coming decade, and the present Federal share of national income 
remains unchanged, yearly Federal revenue will increase by some $30 billion. 

This required growth of the national economy, then, is the really important 
consideration before Congress in dealing with the Federal highway program. It 
calls for extensive use of credit financing in that program. 
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Financed in this way, the cost of the expanded Federal road program will be 
met out of the greater yearly Federal revenues that will result from expansion 
of the national economy made possible by the better highways. 

We have no detailed suggestions to offer on any special plan for credit financing 
of the Federal road program. 

We simply affirm that this Nation must have the highway-improvement pro- 
¢ram which is essential to the growth of the economy and the expansion of em- 
ployment in the next 10 years, and that it is a capital-improvement program 
which fully justifies credit financing. 

In summary, then, we have sought to make clear that the problem of meeting 
our urgent highway needs does not raise a question of whether the Nation can 
afford better roads. 

Rather, it raises the question of how much longer we can afford the vastly 
greater costs of traffic accidents and other penalties that would be wiped out by 
needed road and street improvements. 

We have pointed out that needed highway modernization is a capital invest- 
ment which, by creating new national wealth, will bring returns far in excess of 
the cost of the needed highways—and that for this reason, credit financing is both 
practical and prudent for such key programs as the Interstate System. 

And finally, we have expressed our conviction that the decisions of Congress 
on the Federal-aid road program in the coming weeks will have a direct bearing 
on the economic welfare of every family in the Nation in the years immediately 
ahead—for these decisions will play a major part in determining whether em- 
ployment and living standards will continue to rise at the rate required to meet 
the needs of our growing population. 

We have every confidence that the Congress will, after weighing all the facts, 
shape an expanded Federal road program designed to lower the cost and improve 
the quality of highway transportation in the United States in the years ahead. 

You will thereby use the Federal-aid road program for its true and most effec- 
tive purpose—to further the public safety and add to the national wealth. The 
benefits will be shared among all our citizens. 


Senator Gore. The committee will be in order. 
Mr. Nance, the members of the committee wish to apologize to you. 
The hearing with the Secretary ran longer than we expected it to. 


You observed, however, that all questions were pertinent to this bill, 
and since he would be delegated a vast amount of authority under the 
bill, the committee felt it very important to ask these questions. 

Mr. Nance. I understand. 

Senator Gore. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES J. NANCE, PRESIDENT, AUTOMOBILE MAN- 
UFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, AND PRESIDENT, STUDEBAKER- 
PACKARD CORP.” 


Mr. Nance. I assume that the committee understands that I appear 
today in behalf of the Automobile Manufacturers Association, do 
they not / 

Senator Gorr. That is stated in your prepared statement, is it not! 

Mr. Nance. Yes. I would like to make just a brief summary of the 
full industry statement that has been submitted to the committee. 
With your permission, I would like to highlight the points which 
i think set out the position of our association. 

Naturally, we have a strong interest in these highway proposals. 
The growth of our industry is directly involved. But since highway 
transportation is also an industry that today employs 10 million peo- 
ple—in trucking, gasoline stations, repair garages, and related auto- 
motive enterprises—these highway proposals have a direct bearing 
on the whole national economy. 

We believe the real issue before Congress, in this highway program, 
is whether or not the national economy will grow during the next 10 
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years at the rate which Government and private economists agree ts 
necessary to assure sufficient employment opportunities and rising 
family income for our growing population. 

The national economy must "expand by nearly 50 percent in the next 
10 years to reach these objectives. We do not believe it will do this 
unless our major highways deficiencies, which have been piling up for 
a quarter century, are substantially overcome in the next 10 years. 

Prior to 1930, highway travel rose faster than the national economy. 
The growing highway inadequacies have prevented highway travel 
from continuing this stimulation of the economy since then. 

Authorities in the United States Bureau of Public Roads tell us 
that if we had reasonably adequate roads today, highway travel would 
be at least 25 percent higher than its present level. 

Highway improvements have a proven record of increasing prop 
erty values, generating greater production of goods and services, and 
creating new - kinds of business and employment opportunities, 

Total employment in automotive enterprises alone has risen by 
‘ nearly 4 million since 1940. 

This rise has always been closely related to the rise in highway 
travel. 

Highway improvements are therefore capital investments that 
pay for themselves many times over by lowering the cost and improv 
ing the quality of highway transportation. 

The greatest needs for more ‘apital investments in roads are on the 
Interstate System. When improved, this system will carry one-fifth 
of all traffic. Of the 40-percent accident reduction that can be ex- 
pected from better roads, half the saving will be on the Interstate 

System alone. 

In all, motorists now pay some $214 billion a year in motoring cost 
penalties for lack of Interstate Syst stem improvements. 

We therefore support the Clay committee recommendation for a 
$25 billion interstate program for the next 10 years. Because this ms it 
capital investment that will assist the N fation’s economic growth, 
justifies credit financing—which is the method used by industry to i. 
nance capital improvements. 

We a that this credit financing is necessary, and that the eco- 
nomic growth resulting from the road improvements will generate 
more than enough revenues to meet the road costs. 

For example, if the economy expands 50 percent in the next 10 
years, the Federal Government can obtain an extra $30 billion a year 
in revenue without increasing its present share of national income. 

We also recognize that other Federal-aid routes have serious de- 
ficiencies and see no objections to substantial expansion of Federal 
aid for these other systems. 

If some use of credit financing is made here also, the entire pro- 
gram can be financed without any need to increase existing Federal 
taxes. 

We believe the need for expansion of the economy in the next 10 
years is the important point, that this Federal road program is es- 
sential to meeting that need, and that these issues overshadow all 
others. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Nance. Are there any questions? 

Senator THurmonp. How do you recommend financ ing it? F ol- 
low the Clay report, or do you have any other suggestion ? 
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Mr. Nance. Senator, the position historically of our industry has 
been to deny the direct sia between the gas tax and the road 
program. The history of the tax, as you know, is that it was first 
an emergency tax. It was, I think, first enacted in the early thirties, 
during the depression. 

To my knowledge this would be the first time, if this is the method 
that is chosen to finance this program, there has been a direct linkage 
between the Federal road fund and the Federal gas tax. 

We do not propose to be adamant in that viewpoint. We think that 
the getting of the roads is the all-important thing. We feel that the 
total economy will profit from this program. 

We recognize that the motorist should pay his full share of road 
costs. We have objected in the past to the excise taxes on automobiles 
und automotive products, because we felt that they were discrimina- 
tory. The automobile has long since passed from the luxury item, to 
be classified along with other luxury items, and has become an inte- 
gral part of our day-to-day life and activities in this country. 

It is an essential tool in our everyday living. Again I want to say, 
while that has been our historical position, it does not necessarily 
follow that we would be inflexible in it. 

But we do not, on the other hand, purport to be experts in the field 
of fiscal finance. Frankly, we feel that the program must go forward 
if our total economy is to expand in line with the projected popula- 
tion increases, and that the whole economic system, as we now know 
it, is today suffering because of the lack of good roads. 

I do not know whether that answers your question, but that is our 
viewpoint. 

Senator THurmonp. Do you favor the Clay report as submitted or 
do you favor some supplementary system of financing ? 

Mr. Nance. Historically our industry has always favored leaving 
the gas tax as a State proposition. We felt that it gave more latitude 
to the States in the building of the roads—which is where we think 
the latitude should be. We would oppose a highly centralized Federal 
bureau in the highway field. 

Senator TuHurmonp. Excuse me for interrupting you. You under- 
stand that under the Clay report it is contemplated that the 2-cent 
gasoline tax may be retained by the Federal Government? I am in- 
clined to your view that if we were describing a line of demarcation 
of where the rights of the States and the Federal Government come 
in, it should be done and the gasoline tax generally has been con- 
sidered by the governors in the past to fall into the field of the rights 
of the States ; but if you adopt the recommendation of the Clay report 
here, that carries with it even the retention of the 2-cent gasoline tax 
for the Federal Government. 

Mr. Nance. We have no objection to that, if Congress feels it is 
necessary. 

Senator Tuurmonp. So, you are not objecting to keeping that 2- 
cent tax by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Nance. No, sir; if that is the circumstance—if that is felt to 
be the best way to finance it, we have no objection to it. 

The one thing that we do feel strongly about is that if there is a 
tendency to keep stepping that tax up at the Federal level, you will 
discourage or shut off the source of revenue for the States. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Nance made a very interesting 
statement. Asa matter of fact, it is not going to be done by this com- 
mittee initiating legislation in the Senate, if the jurisdiction of the 
committees is observed, or if the custom is followed with respect to 
revenue measures. 

The Constitution provides that revenue measures must originate 
in the House of Representatives. The jurisdiction of the committees 
says that this committee cannot report an appropriation bill or an 
appropriation of revenue; the only bill that this committee can report 
under the rules of the Senate and the constitutional provision with 
respect to revenues is a bill which would authorize appropriations or 
a bill which would authorize a plan of highways. It is a legislative 
committee. 

My own feeling is that we will avoid a lot of difficulty if we do 
not try to step over into the other fields. If this committee would 
accept the proposition that you have made, they certainly need to step 
up the highway program, and propose a general plan of highway 
construction. 

We can do that, and if we follow that system and leave to the Ways 
and Means Committee of the House, the initiation of revenue legisla- 
tion or of authorization of bonds or dedicating taxes, we would save 
ourselves a lot of trouble. 

I think that is the way we have got to go to get this thing solved. 
If this committee becomes convinced and can convince the Senate 
of the need for a program of roadbuilding, the Interstate System, 
with such augmentation of other systems as it might decide, then the 
matter of whether or not the revenue is supplied by increasing the 
gas tax or by raising the ceiling on the national debt—those would be 
proper matters to come out of the Ways and Means Committee of the 
House of Representatives. 

I think that they ultimately would. 

Mr. Nance. Senator, we certainly do not feel that we are expert in 
Government fiscal matters to the point where we should make a a 
recommendation in that. 

We feel that the important thing is that this program will spearhead 
a campaign for the improvement of our roads, which we all agree, 
! am sure, are inadequate and obsolete in relation to our present needs. 

Senator Casr. We have stepped up the road program before. We 
did that in 1954, but this committee did not go into the question of 
financin 

We said, this is what we think needs to be done, and then the Con- 
gress took that viewpoint. The financing was taken care of by the 
appropriate committee. 

There was another point in your statement which interested me, 
and that was your statement that a great proportion of the accidents 
occur on what would be the Interstate System. 

Will ot give me that figureagain? 

Mr. Nance. It is estimated that 50 percent of the accident reduction 
that will come with road improvement will occur on the Interstate 
System. 

Senator THurmonp. Do you mean all accidents, or do you mean 
just on interstate traffic ? 
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Mr. Nance. No; we mean all acvidents, Senator Thurmond. Better 
roads will reduce accidents up to 40 percent nationally. Half of the 
total reduction will be on the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, figures were supplied to me by another 
agency last week which broke it down this way: That out of the 38,000 
fatalities resulting from automobile accidents in 1953, some 27,000 
of them occurred on the rural sections of our highways, 11,000 on the 
urban sections. 

That would not necessarily be in conflict with what Mr. Nance has 
said, because the Interstate System is both rural and urban; but it is 
a suggested fact when we are dealing with the origin of these accidents. 

Mr. Nance. We have some studies that have been made by the Au- 
tomobile Manufacturers Association on that point, Senator, which 
we would be very happy to supply to you in a supplementary report. 

Senator Case. There is not necessarily any conflict in the figure 
you used and the one I cited, because the Interstate System is both 
rural and urban. 

Senator Gore. Information has been presented to this committee 
which is rather conclusive that the principal contributing factor to 
collisions and fatalities is speed. 

What has the Automobile Association done about that? 

Mr. Nance. I do not think that necessarily follows. There are 
many factors that contribute to accidents other than speed. 

As a matter of fact, you look at the development of the automobile 
in the postwar period, and you will see that the mechanical improve- 
ments in automobiles have—consciously or unconsciously—been made 
to fit driving conditions that we face today. 

For example, you have a stop-and-go light on almost every corner 
today, so that has put a premium on the automatic gear shift. 

You have not only higher horsepower, but higher torque which 
enables you to pass other vehicles more quickly. ‘Today you have to 
design automobiles to meet all kinds of driving conditions, because 
we have some of these superhighways, and we also have a lot of inade- 
quate roads, which puts the premium on better brakes, your ability to 
pass, your ability to stop, and on dealing with various weather condi- 
tions. But it does not necessarily follow that speed is the cause of 
accidents. 

Senator Case. Your statement, Mr. Chairman, reminds me that in 
a little discussion of the highway need that I engaged in last Sunday 
night, the point was brought up that the movement of automobiles in 
the United States today is such that if they were all on the highway 
at one time, there would only be 700 feet per car. 

Mr. Nance. That is correct. 

Senator Case. My suggestion to you representing the Automobile 
Manufacturers Association is that you could do something about that 
by not making these new cars quite so long. 

Senator Gore. The committee appreciates your appearance very 
much. 

The next meeting of the committee will be on Friday morning at 10 
a. m., at which time Senator Byrd will appear, and then on Monday, 
when Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey will appear. 

(Thereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the committee was adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Friday, March 18, 1955, at the same place.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 18, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
ComMMITrEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps, 
Washington, dD. ¢ 
The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 
Present: Senators Gore (presiding), Thurmond, McNamara, Neu 
berger, Case, and Bush. 
Also present : Senator Hruska and Congressman McGregor of Ohio. 
Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. The committee 
is both pleased and honored to have before it this morning the dis 
tinguished senior Senator from Virginia, Senator Byrd. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY F. BYRD, A SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Senator Byrp. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the invitation 
of this committee to appear before you with respect to S. 1160. I 
know of no more important legislation than the $21 billion bill now 
pending in this Congress. I am grateful for the fact that the Senate 
and this committee is going so fully into the matter. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to say at the opening of my remarks that 
I had spent a good portion of my life working for sound expansion 
of highways. In 1915 I went to the State senate of Virginia, where 
I served for 10 years. I became chairman of the Virginia Senate 
Road Committee. 1 was a patron of the bill in 1923 providing for the 
establishment of the first State highway system in Virginia, and in- 
troduced in 1923 a bill providing for a 3-cent gasoline tax, which was 
at that time, the highest gasoline tax imposed by any State. 

As Governor of Virginia, one of my major efforts was to improve 
our road system. Virginia is a pay-as-you-go road State. Not a 
single road bond has been issued by the State since 1835. 

Virginia is one of the four States of the Union which constructs and 
maintains every public road in the State, thus relieving the localities 
of all road expense. This has been done from revenue derived from 
the gasoline tax and license tax. 

Our present tax is 6 cents per gallon for gasoline and $10 for license. 
Our road system in Virginia is creditable, and the Federal records 
show that of the 54,240 miles in the State highway system, all except 

2,942 miles are surfaced. 

I am fully conscious of the need for a greatly accelerated road 

program to meet the new conditions of travel. I am not before 
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your committee today in a spirit of criticism of highway improve- 
ment, except to point out what to me appears to be the errors of the 
pending legislation. I am prepared to support sound measures to 
modernize our road systems. 

Furthermore, I would like to say that the pending road bill treats 
Virginia fairly. The national highway program as set forth under 
Senate bill 1160 allots Virginia 908 miles, somewhat more than an 
average State. 

I want to make it very clear that my objections to Senate bill, 
S. 1160, do not come from either a lack of appreciation of the need 
for very substantial sums for road improvement or any feeling that 
the program as such does not deal fairly with Virginia. My objec- 
tions are based on fundamental reasons why I am convinced that 
S. 1160 is unsound and unwise in its present form. 

The policy for modern highway development was established with 
the adoption of the Federal-Aid Road Act of 1916. 

This act recognized the need for highways to carry motor vehicle 
traffic smoothly across State lines, but it clearly recognized that 
liighway accommodation to communities and people within the State 
is of equal, if not overriding, importance. 

There is no such thing as a purely interstate road. All highways 
must serve local as well as interstate traffic. 

The wisdom and proof of this policy has been established by nearly 
40 years of State-Federal cooperation in highway construction, 
maintenance, and policing. 

The tenets of this policy have been built into our governmental 
system, our revenue system, our transportation system, and our 
economic system. 

Since Congress first began appropriating to highways in 1916, 
the funds have been used in cooperation with the States on a match- 
ing basis. This bill now proposes that the Federal Government pay 
virtually 100 percent of the Interstate System cost. 

Throughout all these 39 vears to date, basic highway controls have 
remained in the States, and in Congress the Federal policy has been 
subject to at least biennial review by the Congress. 

To date every dollar of the $13 billion of Federal appropriations, 
so far made for roads, has been subject to statutory review in author- 
ization legislation, budgetary control, appropriation procedure, and 
all of it has been paid out of general revenue as expenditures within 
application of the Federal statutory debt limit. 

Over the same period the States and localities have spent close to 
$80 billion. 

From these figures it is seen that in 39 years, nearly half of which 
have been depression and war periods, the States and the Federal 
Government have spent .$90 billion to $95 billion for highway 
construction. 

I mention these facts simply to indicate that our present policy 
is capable of producing not only expansion, but also improvement 
in other aspects of the problem. 

It is my own opinion that the present situation does not justify 
the violent departures from fiscal fundamentals and our traditional 
principles of government proposed in this administration bill. 
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Senate bill 1160 will, if adopted, change drastically the methods of 
road construction, both with State funds and with Federal funds. 
The range of implications in this legislation is very extensive. 

Now, “Mr. Chairman, I will give eight principal reasons why I 
ores ‘this legislation. 

In my judgment, if Senate bill 1160 is enacted in its present 
neki it will destroy sound budgetary procedure and take the longest 
step yet taken toward concentrating power in the Federal Govern- 
me oe 

. It abolishes the State matching formula for the Interstate Sys- 
tem which has existed since 1916. It turns over to the Federal Gov- 
ernment control of 40,000 miles of our most important roads hereto 
fore under the contro] of the 48 States. 

It gives to certain States large windfall refunds for existing 
roads which will be refunded to the States on a basis that will result 
in great injustice as between them. 

4. It is based upon the erroneous conclusion that the Interstate Sys- 
tem as defined by this bill will meet the needs of traffic for a period 
of 32 years. It would dry up the gasoline tax for road improvement 
on this system from 1966 to 1987 in order to pay the bonds and the 
interest thereon. It ey assumes that no new road develop- 
— on the Interstate System will be necessary in this 22-year period. 

It establishes a Government Corporation without income or as- 
dite and authorizes this Corporation to borrow $21 billion for 32 years 
without declaring jt as a debt, and by legerdem: ain excludes this debt 
from the debt limitation as fixed by Congress. The interest will be 
$11.5 billions or 55 percent of the funds borrowed. 

It provides for payment of principal and interest on these bonds 
with permanent indefinite appropriations, which removes the Corpo- 
r nan from annual appropriation control by Congress. 

. It gives the Corporation authority to draw from the Treasur y 
i any time during the next 32 years addition: al amounts up to $5 bil- 
lion outstanding at one time without going through any appropriation 
action by Congress. 

8. It attempts to convert what was originally intended to be a tem- 
porary excise tax on gasoline for general revenue purposes into a per- 
manent special tax, irrevocably dedicated to a single specified purpose. 

It is to me fantastic to think that in this 22-year period there will 
be no need for road development beyond the sum provided, after the 
money is spent in the first 10 years. All the gasoline tax is taken in 
the next 22 years for the payment of the interest and the debt. 

Construction of roads is a continuing process. A secondary road 
today may be an interstate road tomorrow and vice versa. There are 
shifts in population that require changes in roads and the traffic con- 
ditions change as the years goon. Requirements for roads never stand 
still. 

A superficial glance at the map of this Interstate System makes it 
absurd to think 40,000 miles will be the ironbound limit over the 
period of 32 years. I suspect the mileage will be increased quickly 
when it is found that the system bypasses the capitals of six States 
und many important areas are omitted. 

This Federal Corporation will borrow money for roads outside 
the Federal debt limit and spend it without regard to budgetary con- 
trol and appropriation procedure. Should this bill be approved it 
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will certainly be followed by other proposals to finance endless out- 
lays ina similar manner. 

If a dummy corporation can be established by Congress to borrow 
$21 billion for roads, and this Corporation has neither assets nor 
income, then why cannot other corporations be established to feed on 
dedicated liquor taxes or the cigarette taxes and scores of other taxes 
now being levied by the Federal Government. 

Returning to the methods, procedures, and techniques proposed to 
finance this $25 billion road Corporation, it is my sincere conviction 
that the proposal is incapable of honest Federal bookkeeping and 
accounting. 

It contemplates a dual set of books. In one the ordinary operations 
of Government subject to debt, budgetary, and appropriation contro! 
will be disclosed. In the other the extraordinary functions of the 
Government, as set forth in this legislation, with special privileges 
to evade sound financing requirements will be concealed. 

Mr. Chairman, I hold in my hand a daily Treasury statement which 
purports to give the true condition of the financial affairs of the Fed 
eral Government. If this bill is passed, such official statements would 
not include one single dollar of the expenditures by the Corporation 
proposed under this legislation. Not a dollar will be included in 
the debt limit, although this debt, let me emphasize, is just as much 
a debt as any other debt the Federal Government will contract. 

In these days when we are continuously piling up debt to be paid 
by our children and grandchildren, the least we can do is to keep the 
books honest and make full disclosure of the obligations we are in- 
curring. 

There probably was never a corporation—public or private—with 
assets so small and liabilities so large as proposed in Senate bill 1169. 
Neither it nor the Federal Government will even own the rights-of- 
way or the roadbeds on which the money is to be spent. 

We must remember that we cannot avoid financial responsibility 
by legerdemain, nor can we evade debt by definition. The earmarking 
of a tax over a long period of years is of very questionable legality 
and, in my judgment, even if legal, it is poor practice. 

Whenever you begin to earmark taxes out of the general revenue. 
then such a practice will be expanded for other purposes and thereby 
the authority of Congress over appropriations would be destroyed. 

T have sought an opinion from Mr. John Simms, chief of the Senate 
legislative counsel, as to the legality of earmarking future proceeds 
from a specific tax for the payment of a debt created by a Govern- 


ment Corporation. Here are the questions I propounded to Mr. 
Simms: 


1. Prior to the time all obligations of the Corporation have been retired, can 
the Congress reduce or repeal the taxes imposed by sections 4081 and 4041 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, and thus eliminate the base for computing the 


permanent indefinite appropriation as contained in this bill. (These cita- 
tions apply to the gasoline tax.) 


The second question was : 


Prior to the time all obligations of the Corporation have been retired, can 


Congress reduce or repeal the permanent appropriation provided in section 19 
(b) of this bill. 
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Here are the answers by Mr. Simms, a very capable and eminent 
lawyer: 


It seems elementary that one Congress, or one law enacted by a Congress 
cannot completely foreclose action by a subsequent Congress, or by a subsequent 
law of the same Congress. To so hold would be to say that once a policy had 
been enunciated by the Congress it is not susceptible to change. That is not to 
say, however, that a subsequent Congress is always left with an unlimited realm 
of action. Rig thts may have accrued under a law which cannot be validly a 
vested. But the power of each Congress to enact legislation for future applica 
tion cannot be eliminated by action of a prior Congress 

A change of policy by a Congress, effected by amending or repealing previously 
enacted laws, may give rise to causes of action by persons whose vested rights 
ure thereby adversely affected, but unless the policy change is invalid in all 
aspects, the power of the Congress to make the change is not destroyed by 
previous enactments. For example, the next Congress could reduce the amount 
of indebtedness which the Corporation is authorized to incur, or could provide 
a different method of financing with respect to obligations subsequently issued by 
the Corporation, 

It should be noted that the bill does not appropriate the moneys in excess of 
$622,500,000— 


which as the committee knows applies under the existing system for 
Federal aid to roads— 

collected under section 4081 and 4041 of the 1954 code, but an amount equal to 
the moneys collected in excess of such amount. 

Mr. Chairman, I have never known of such a provision in any 
law since I have been in the Senate. While the obvious purpose is 
to earmark these revenue collections, the bill does not attempt to 
prescribe the tax rates under these sections of the 1954 Code nor to 
foreclose a change in the rates. 

Continuing the quotation from Mr. Simms: 

The statement in section 2 of the bill can be taken as no more than a stat 
ment of policy by the present Congress, in fact, only of the present Congress 
at the time this bill is enacted. Each Congress has power to make changes in 
the tax laws which it deems desirable. Likewise, each Congress has power 
to appropriate such moneys as it deems desirable to provide for the operation 
of the Government and to satisfy the debts of the United States 

The answers to these two questions are in the affirmative. 


That is, the two questions that I propounded to Mr. Simms- 


Each Congress has power to repeal or reduce, at any time, the taxes imposed hy 
sections 4081 and 4041— 


these being the gasoline taxes— 

of the Internal Revenue Code and to reduce or repeal, at any time, the perma 
nent appropriation made by section 105 (b) of the bill. For the same reasons, 
the Congress could not be compelled to increase the amount of the permanent 
appropriation should it prove insufficient to meet the debt service requirements 
of the Corporation. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very important matter for con- 
sideration in connection with this bill because it endeavors to pro- 
vide that the Federal Government as such is not responsible for this 
debt; that this debt will be liquidated by the gasoline tax. 

I submit that, in view of the statement by Mr. Simms—and I have 
confidence in his legal opinion—it is not possible to earmark future 
receipts from specific t axes because Congress can change that when- 
ever it pleases. And who knows, 32 years s from now, whether gasoline 
will be fuel for the operation of automobiles. 
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Who knows what the receipts from this tax will be throughout a 
period of 32 years? Mr. Chairman—I assume the committee has gone 
over them. If you look at the year-by-year Clay committee estimates 
of receipts from the gasoline tax you will find that within this 32-year 
period the revenue from this ‘tax will more than double. The esti- 
mates may or may not be correct. I point that out because I do not 
think any person or corporation, or bank or insurance company, will 
purchase such bonds of the Federal Corporation unless they are con- 
vinced that the Federal Government is actually guaranteeing them. 

It is evident that the gasoline tax cannot be legally earmarked over 
a period of years, nor can permanent appropriations be made beyond 
the power of Congress to change them, with the definite result that 
the proceeds of this tax can be made available to pay off these bonds 
and the interest. 

In other words, no purchaser of these bonds is assured that this tax 
will be continued or that the permanent appropriations will be con- 
tinued as security for the payment of these bonds. 

Camouflage it all you please, the bonds issued by this Corporation 
will be a Federal debt, and general obligations of the Government. It 
would be absurd for this Corporation to attempt to issue bonds unless 
the Federal Government guarantees them for the simple reason that 
the bonds would be unsalable. This Corporation has no assets, and 
no income, 

Those who buy the bonds by the billions of dollars in value do not 
(lo so unless their validity and security are assured. 

I point now to one glaring inconsistency in this bill. One clause 
states the bonds are not guaranteed by the Federal Government. An- 
other provision provides for their sale to Government trust funds. 

It is unthinkable that the Congress would authorize legislation to 
permit bonds not guaranteed by the Federal Government to be sold to 
its trust funds, such as the social security for which the Government 
is a trustee with all of the responsibility that a trusteeship carries. 
The social security fund, as members of the committee know, comes 
from the savings collected from those who want at a certain age to 
obtain retirement benefits. 

The United States Government has not put one single dollar into the 
social security fund. To issue bonds through a no-asset-no-income 
corporation and state in the same bill that the Federal Government 
is not responsible for them, and then sell them to the social security 
and other Government trust funds seems to me to be a fantastic thing 
to do and, let me say, not an honorable thing to do. 

It is idle, I think, to take time to discuss the question whether this 
is a legal debt of the United States Government. If it is not a legal 
debt, the whole enterprise falls because the bonds simply cannot be 
sold. 

Here is an opinion by the Comptroller General of the United States 
holding that the bonds would be a legal debt of the Government—that 
the bonds will not be self-liquidating, and that the funds for paying 


off the bonds would have to come from the general fund of the 
Treasury. 


This letter is dated February 17, this year: 
Dear SENATOR Byrn: In response to your request of February 11, 1955, attached 


herewith is a condensed summary of the methods used to finance the activities 
of the various Federal corporations now in existence and certain other agencies 
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engaged in business-type activities. Also, as requested, there is attached as a 
separate memorandum a more detailed summary of the financing arrangements 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

You also inquired as to whether or not the Government has ever used a 
financing arrangement such as is proposed by the President’s Advisory Com- 
mittee on a national highway program in its report of January. That proposal 
called for the creation of a new Government corporation, to be known as the 
Federal Highway Corporation, and an authorization for it to issue bonds 
in an amount sufficient to cover the Federal share of the cost of constructing 
the proposed Interstate System of roads over a construction period of 10 years 

While the terms and conditions of the Corporation's bonds would be approved 
‘by the Secretary of the Treasury, and the plan calls for their repayment from 
funds provided by the Treasury as authorized by the Congress annually (pre- 
sumably by appropriation action), the plan does not specificall provide that 
such bonds be guaranteed by the Secretary of the Treasury. However, all 
related factors plus the fact that they are to be issued by a Federal corporation 
would have the same effect. The total amount of such borrowings from the 
public would amount to $25 million. The Corporation's activities would not 
be self-liquidating, it would have no important revenues, and funds for paying 
off the bonds would have to come from the general funds of the Treasury. 

Insofar as we are aware, such a financing arrangement for a Federal ex- 
penditure program of the scale and magnitude contemplated for the proposed 
Federal Highway Corporation has never been used by the Federal Government. 


I will repeat that, Mr. Chairman, because when this proposal came 
up Lasked the General Ac counting Office to search the records of these 
various corporations to ascertain whether there was any arrangement 


similar to this proposal and Mr. Campbell, the Comptroller General 
of the United States, has replied that— 


Insofar as we are aware, such a financing arrangement for a Federal ex- 
penditure program of the scale and magnitude contemplated for the proposed 
Federal Highway Corporation has never been used by the Federal Government. 

The letter is signed by Joseph Campbell, Comptroller General of 
the United States. 

I would like to say a word at this point, Mr. Chairman, as to whether 
or not funds of other Government Corporations have gone through 
the budget and been included in the debt limit. The Tennessee V alley 
Authority, for example, has borrowed funds from time - time by 
authority of Congress in each instance. At this time Mr. Campbell 
said that the Tennessee V alley Authority has loans outstanding of 
$29 million. Those loans were obtained, Mr. Chairman, either from 
the RFC or directly from the Treasury of the United States; as such 
they were included in the debt limit, included in the transactions of 
the Government, and were the object of specific action of Congress in 
each case. 

All of the borrowings of RFC were made through the Treasury. 
Of course, the RFC had assets which this Corporation doesn’t have. 
It loaned money to banks and others with security. But even then, 
every dollar that the RFC obtained came through the Treasury of the 
United States as it should, the debt limit applied and there was au- 
thorization by Congress. 

The Government has many liabilities—contingent liabilities. For 
example, housing that the Government guar: yntees and insures. But 
the asset is a mortgage on the properties. In addition there is a re- 
serve fund, partially at least, to take care of losses that may occur. 
But nothing like that is provided in this bill. 

There is no revenue, unless some revenue should be received from the 
concessionaires along the road. The roadbed is not even owned by 
the Federal Government. There are noassets. It is entirely different 
from any other proposal. 
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Mr. Chairman, it is obvious to me that this Corporation will have 
supreme power over the construction, the operation, and everything 
else in connection with the 40,000 miles of Interstate road. The au- 
thority of the States will be clearly abdicated. 

The legislation specifically provides that in cases of dispute between 
State and Federal authorities, the Corporation will decide in the 
nature of a supreme court. This absolute final Federal authority 
over the vital roads in all the States is a very serious matter. 

Here is a question, Mr. Chairman, that 1s of extreme importance. 

This program envisages rights-of-way of up to 255 feet and access 
to the roads will be extremely limited. 

Senator Gore. Senator Byrd, I notice you use the words “right-of- 
way upto.” We had been led to believe that this would be a minimum, 
rather than a maximum. 

Senator Byrp. You may be correct, Mr. Chairman. In some cases 
it would be in excess of that, I understand. 

For example, we have the Valley Turnpike located in the Valley of 
Virginia. Many years ago, I was elected president of the Valley 
Turnpike Co. The road extended from Winchester to Staunton. 
That was a road built by General Crozet, an engineer who served 
under Napoleon Bonaparte. It was a toll road. 

That road was the only good road in that area for years and as a 
consequence all the business gravitated to the road. The width of 
it now is probably not in excess of 60 feet. If this bill is passed this 
road would be in the interstate system. 

Removal and relocation of much of this road between Winchester 
and Staunton—doing irreparable damage to the people who live along 
the road; the businesses, the motels, eating places, filling stations, and 
so forth, that have been constructed—probably would be required. 

These people then will not even be on a secondary road. They will 
be on a branch road. It will be practically destructive of their 
investments. As I understand it these toll turnpikes have been built 
in most instances on virgin land. Nothing has been congregated 
along these roads in the nature of business operations. 

This plan envisages broad rights-of-way and limited access to the 
roads. 

It is proposed to use existing routes, which have been in long use 
and naturally, they have accumulated business operations of all kinds. 
A 255 foot right-of-way will necessitate the removal of thousands and 
thousands of buildings, or the bypassing of many of these areas. 

I can appreciate the fact that larger cities, because of congested 
traffic, can and should at times be bypassed, but the same conditions 
do not apply to towns and rural areas 

T have been told by our Virginia State highway commissioner, as 
I have said, that one of the main routes, from Winchester to Bristol, 
would have to be relocated, certainly over one-half its length, and this 
relocation would mean that investments to the extent of millions of 
dollars along these rights-of-way to service the traveling public would 
be rendered valueless. 

While it is not clearly defined, it is apparently provided that all 
concessionaires such as restaurants, filling stations, motels, et cetera, 
may be licensed and there is no indication in the report that license 
fees will not be charged. But, I emphasize that whatever may be said 
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today as to the powers of this highway corporation, such powers would 
be virtually unlimited. They can move the roadbed. They can 
established a license system for all concessions and charge fees, or 
inything else they choose to do within the right-of-way area. 

To those who deny this, I would like to ask: Where are the safe 
guards in this bill to prevent the Federal Government from exercis 
ing this conclusive and dictatorial contro] if it chooses to do it. 

We are often told when these bills are passed that the Federal 
Government will leave the matters entirely to the control of the States. 
But I found this: Power follows the money. Wherever there is a 
Federal expenditure, the Federal Government exercises the right to 
control the way in which it is expended. 

I want to make clear also that this legislation would be permanent. 
There is no recovery of the power we would be giving aw: i over our 
roads and the activities that exist along these roads. 

I have searched the records and nothing comparable to this legis- 
lation, in its magnitude, has ever been suggested in the way of increas- 
ing the concentration of power at Washington. 

I call to the attention of the committee what I think is one of the 
more iniquitous parts of this bill. I invite the committee’s attention 
to the language of section 207 (b) on page 20 of the bill. This pro- 
vides that for toll roads completed prior to December 31, 1951, the re 
shall be allowed as a credit to the State an amount not exceeding 40 
percent of the original cost. For toll roads completed during the 
period between December 31, 1951, and December 31, 1955, the State 
will receive a credit not exceeding 70 percent of the original cost. 
For a toll highway constructed after December 31, 1955, the State 
will receive 90 percent of the cost of construction. 

It is difficult to determine from the report the extent of these re- 
funds, but, in my opinion, they will certainly run into many billions of 
dollars. It is only necessary, Mr. Chairman, to look at the table of 
toll roads included in the report. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think they have been estimated at 
$2.3 billion. That is my recollection. That is for the toll roads. 

Senator Byrp. I submit, Senator Case, that couldn’t be a correct 
estimate. 

Senator Case. That is the figure that runs in my mind. T don’t say 
that it is correct. Of course the refund is limited to the toll roads that 
are on the Interstate System. It isn’t toll roads generally. 

Senator Byrp. I understand. There is a list of them here that are 
on the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. On page 3 of the answer supplied by the Secretary 
of Commerce to Senator Gore’s letter to the Secretary under date of 
February 24—— 

Senator Byrp. Let’s take the roads in operation. These are toll 
roads within the Interstate System. The record I have here indicates 
there are 1,058 miles in operation. The average cost, as I understand, 
is $1 million a mile. Of course I do not know the category of those 
toll roads. They are bound to come within either the 40 percent or 70 
percent category. The table shows 1,247 more miles of toll roads un- 
der construction on Interstate Sy stem routes. In addition, those 
authorized amount to 2,937 miles. There are additional proposals 
of 3,925 miles. That makes a total of 8,500 miles of toll roads at an 
average cost of $1 million a mile. 
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There is an invitation in the bill to every State to construct toll 
roads from now on for the next 10 years and longer and receive a 
windfall by so doing which they can apply to other road construction 
outside the system without matching. 

The funds for most toll turnpikes do not come from the States. This 
money has been borrowed through revenue bonds for these toll roads 
with the toll receipts as security. The law permits the State to decide 
whether to pay off the toll revenue bonds or to use the money on other 
highways cian matching. 

I venture the assertion that in 100 percent of the cases the States 
will use the money on other roads. The State would be reimbursed 
for money it hasn’t put up. It is getting a windfall. If they were re- 
quired to pay off the bonds and make the roads toll-free the situation 
might be different—that : isn’t required in this bill. There is an option, 
whether to pay the bonds off or whether to apply the money on other 
roads not in the Interstate System. 

I submit that the figures that have been given the committee of 
dee $2 billion must apply to toll roads already built because by the 
report of the Clay committee itself you have 8,500 miles of roads built 
and proposed, and the average cost is certainly a million dollars a mile. 
Many of these roads will cost much more than a million dollars a mile. 


The roads around New York and other sections may be extremely 
costly. So by any of these formulas, even if you go down to the 40 
percent formula, it would be in excess of the amount that has been 
estimated. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, this proposal is unjust because only 24 or 
25 States have constructed or planned toll roads. It is true it also pro- 


vides for refunds for freeways meeting certain standards constructed 
by the States within the Interstate System. I don’t think that it is 
as bad as to give refunds for turnpikes constructed not by State funds 
but by money that has been borrowed to be paid back by tolls levied 
on the traveling public. 

The freeways are constructed with State funds and I think if de- 
duction is made for Federal aid to such freeways there is merit making 
refunds on freeways. I see no merit whatever in permitting the States 
to continue the tolls, make the traveling public pay for the roads, with 
the State getting a windfall for other roads. 

You have a proposition here for a Federal corporation to borrow 
$21 billion. The interest would be $11,500 million. That leaves you 
$10 billion. Then it is proposed to make refunds on roads already 
constructed and permit the States to continue the tolls on them, and 
the money then goes on other roads not in the Interstate System. 

I wonder how much money is going to be available then for real, 
new construction on the Interstate System. First take the interest 
off ; and then take off the refunds to the States. | 

The bill invites a State to construct toll roads; for example, Vir- 
ginia, if it chooses to do it, could build a toll road between here and 
Richmond that would cost a hundred million dollars, by the lowest 
calculation. Actually, it probably would cost more. Then we could 
require the traveling public to pay for the road through tolls. Vir- 
ginia then would get 90 percent of the cost ina refund. We would get 
a windfall of $90 million to spend on other roads not in the Interstate 
System. 
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And there is no limitation, as I read this bill. It says: 


All roads that are constructed after January 1, 1955, will receive a 90 percent 
credit. 

That is on page 21 of the bill. There is no question about the lan 
guage: 

If a toll highway, which is located upon the Interstate System, the construc- 
tion of which is completed subsequent to December 31, 1955, is believed to measure 
up to the standards of construction required by section 203, a State may request 
that it receive the credit for such highway and the State shall be entitled to 
receive such a credit subject to the conditions of this paragraph 

As I understand it this money is not to be matched by the States. 
It will be a windfall. I think, Mr. Chairman, this will create the 
most grievous inequality. 

In the State of New York, for example, it has either constructed or 
contemplates the construction of 932 miles. Assuming that the cost 
is only a million dollars a mile—I think New York construction would 
be considerably more than that—that is $1 billion. What percentage 
they will get back, of course, I don’t know. But it will certainly be a 
substantial percentage because the lowest percentage is 40. And for 
new roads it is 90 percent. 

I don’t think we should start a great highway system by refunding 
to the States for roads already constructed and then permit the con- 
tinuation of tolls on those roads. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, will the Senator yield? 

Senator Byrp. Yes. 

Senator Busu. I think some of the toll roads in that area are so old 
and don’t measure up to the standards that they wouldn’t be eligible 
for any of this refund at all. 

Senator Byrp. That may be true, Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. So using the billion-dollar figure wouldn’t quite be 
correct. 

Senator Byrp. Of the 8,500 mile total only 1,000 miles are com- 
pleted. 

Senator Busu. Within that thousand there are many miles that are 
old and lacking of the standards accepted. 

Senator Byrp. That is only about 10 percent of the total. All the 
new roads, I think you will admit, would be constructed to standards 
for refund. 

Senator Busu. Those to be built after this year; yes, sir. 

Senator Byrp. From now on. There is an invitation for them to 
build these roads for the next 10 years, by subsection (c), page 21. 

Senator Busu. I think the purpose of the bill is to encourage the 
States to go ahead and, where tolls can be successfully imposed, to 
liquidate through the collection of tolls; not to discourage it but to 
encourage it on a pay-as-you-use basis. I don’t believe the Senator is 
opposed to that. 

enator Brrp. I am not opposed to that at all. I oppose States 
getting an abnormal refund; taking that money from other States 
merely because they put up a toll road; not using the Federal money 
to pay the bonds off ; and continuing the tolls. ; : 

This would give some States a disproportionate return as compared 
with refunds to other States. 

Senator BusH. It is a presumption, if the chairman will permit me, 
that they will have very much greater need, too, for expanding the 
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highway system. That isthe whole proposition. It is based on spend- 
ing it where it is in the interests of the whole country to do it because 
of the traffic density. 

Senator Byrp. The point I make, Senator Bush, is that this money, 
the refund they get, does not go on the Interstate System. It is not 
expended on the Interstate System. It is spent on other roads not in 
the Interstate System; it would not be matched as all other Federal 
funds have to be matched. Money going back to the States in this 
fashion does not help the Interstate System at all because it is not 
spent on the Interstate System. 

Senator Busu. I am not sure that the Senator is right on that 
particular point. I don’t want to question it. 

Senator Byrp. That is what I am advised. I studied it as best I 
could. The bill and the report are ambiguous, and at times it is 
difficult to know what is meant. 

My attention has been called to the top of page 22 of the Clay 
report. 

Senator Busu. I haven’t got that, Senator. 

Senator Byrrp. If I am wrong about it I am very anxious to be 
corrected. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the only limitation upon the action 
of the State in that respect is that they shall have used the other 
Federad aid available to them first. 

Senator Byrp. That is the only thing. At the top of page 22 of the 
report it states: 


Those States in which sections of the Interstate System have been provided to 
meet the presently established standards for the completed system should receive 
appropriate credit, provided such funds are used to improve other roads on 
established Federal-aid systems or as may be approved by the Federal Gov- 
ernment and all other Federal funds for highway purposes have been matched 
as required. 

It doesn’t require these refunds to be put on the Interstate System 
at all. They can put it on other systems. 

Senator Hruska. Will the Senator yield? 

Section 206 (d) indicates that a refund of that kind is established 
where a State— 
shall be entitled to use the same for construction of projects on the Federal-aid 
primary system. 

It doesn’t indicate that it is on the Interstate System but the primary 
system as opposed to secondary systems. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, let the record carry the language 
of the act. I don’t think there is any doubt about it. Subparagraph 
(d), page 22, section 207: 

Any State for which a credit has been established, whether for a toll or a free 
highway, shall be entitled to use the same for construction of projects on the 
Federal-aid primary system, subject to the conditions that all Federal-aid high- 
way funds apportioned to a State under Federal-aid highway legislation have 
been expended within the meaning of said legislation, and all funds allocated 
under this act have been contracted as provided under this act. 

Senator Byrp. The point that I make there, Mr. Chairman, is 
this: States which have constructed these toll roads will get these 
windfalls and they will spend them on roads outside the Interstate 
System without matching. That will give to these particular States 
a very undue proportion of this fund. 
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Senator Busu. I think the purpose of the law is to prevent an in- 
equity that would occur if a State went ahead and did a big job on 
its own and constructed a large amount of toll-road highways meeting 
the standards of interstate roads, and then was not to receive any 
credit under such a bill for having gone ahead and having the initiative 
and taken the risk of going ahead and doing it itself. 

I think the purpose of the bill, as - testified to here by I think 
it was the Secretary of Commerce—I didn’t hear General Clay 
it was simply, as they said, a matter of simple equity. It is not to 
discriminate against those. 

Senator Byrp. Does the State of Connecticut put up State money 
for toll roads? 

Senator Busu. I can’t tell you about the older toll roads there of 
which we have a small mileage. The new highway bill for $400 mil- 
lion, for 130 miles of toll highways, is put up by the State, and the 
State not only pledges the toll revenues which are collected but also 
a portion of the gasoline tax in reserve. 

Senator Byrp. It is predicated on the toll revenues, is it not? 

Senator Bus. Primarily, yes. That is the basis of the credit. 

Senator Byrp. That means it doesn’t come out of the general revenue 
of the State? 

Senator Busn. That is right. 

Senator Byrp. Now this bill doesn’t require these revenue bonds 
to be paid off and the toll roads be made free. It doesn’t provide for 
that. It gives the option to the State. 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Senator Byrp. To pay the bonds or put the money on other roads 
outside the Interstate System. 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Senator Byrp. I would regard revenue bonds on toll roads in an 
area like Connecticut as one of the best investments you can make. 
But the money didn’t come out of the general revenue of the State. 
It came from the sale of these revenue bonds? 

Senator Busu. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Is it your point, Senator, that in a circumstance 
like that, the State would be paid for a road twice: once by the people 
who travel it and pay the tolls, and second by the taxpayers of the 
country by refund? 

Senator Byrp. The Senator is exactly right. 

Senator Busn. If that were the philosophy then the Federal Gov- 
ernment would say “We will not help the States that are willing to 
help themselves. ‘We will only help those that won’t.” 

Senator Byrp. Senator, I don’t think it is exactly fair to rule that, 
because Connecticut and some other States build toll roads in which 
they make no investment, they should receive greater amounts of 
Federal funds. 

Senator Busn. They put the credit of the States behind it. 

Senator Byrp. Some States didn’t. Virginia has a toll road. We 
didn’t put our credit back of it because we were not permitted to do 
that by our constitution. Yet Virginia would get $36 million for a 
road between Richmond and Petersburg, in which we did not put a 
single dollar, and we have no obligation whatever to pay the debt. 
I don’t think that is fair. Look at some of these States. New York 
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would get the formula amount, 885 miles. I venture to say the cost 
of construction in New York is much more than a million dollars a 
mile because it is a very highly congested area. 

Ohio, 535 miles, and so forth. Read on down the table of toll road 
States. These toll road refunds ave concentrated in 10 or 15 of the 
48 States. 

If they were compelled to retire the bonds and make the roads free, 
that would be another matter. The public then would get the ad- 
vantage of not paying tolls. But they are not required to do that 
under this bill. It is giving them a windfall compared to other States 
that haven’t got a toll turnpike system. 

As the American Automabile Association said—and I will come to 
that later on—it is just a bonanza and it will encourage all States to 
put up toll roads. 

I know it would pay Virginia in a way to put up a toll road from 
here to Richmond if we could get $90 million to put on our other 
roads, because that is one of the main north and south roads. It is 
probably percentagewise as heavily traveled road by out-of-State 
traffic as any in the country. 

We would get $90 million for this road, with out-of-State people 
paying a large part.of the tolls, to put on our other roads used more 
by Virginia people. We wouldn’t have to put upa single dollar. If 
that is a fair and equitable arrangement I just can’t see it. 

Senator Busu. I only observe on that, Mr. Chairman, that the 
purpose of the bill is to stimulate the building of roads. 

Senator Byrp. In an Interstate System. 

Senator BusH. Yes. 

Senator Byrp. And these windfalls do not go on the Interstate 
System. 

Senator Busy. And otherwise. The bill has a stimulating effect 
on the building of roads outside the Interstate System as the Senator 
has pointed out, and I agree he correctly pointed out. 

Senator Byrp. Doesn't the Senator agree there should be some 
equitable distribution? This previous Federal aid has been based on 
a very carefully worked out formula. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Byrp. This throws the Federal-aid formula completely out 
of balance. 

Senator Gore. I suggest you finish your prepared statement, 
Senator. 

Senator Byrp. All right. 

Section 207 (b) of the bill provides that for toll roads completed 
prior to December 31, 1951, there shall be allowed as a credit to the 
State an amount not exceeding 40 percent of the original cost. For 
toll roads completed during the period between December 31, 1951, 
and December 31, 1955, the State will receive a credit not exceeding 
70 percent of the original cost. For a toll highway constructed after 
December 31, 1955, the State will receive 90 percent of the cost of 
construction. 

It is an invitation for the next 10 years for States to put up toll 
roads and get this windfall. It is difficult to determine from the 
report the extent of these refunds. In my opinion it will certainly 
run into billions of dollars. The report states that there are 1,058 
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miles of toll roads now in operation, and the refund formula will be 
from 40 to 70 percent of cost of the roads taken into the system. 

The report states there are 1,247 miles under construction or fi- 
nanced. It is likely that these roads which go into the system will 
certainly receive either 70 or 90 percent credit. 

The report then states there are 3,854 miles authorized, and this 
category will receive a credit of either 70 or wv = reent. 

The report lists additional proposals of 3,578, and in this category 
the refunds to the States will certainly be 90 percent. That is set 
forth in the bill. 

As toll roads are costing on an average of $1 million a mile, this 
will involve refunds on a basis of an approximate cost of $8.5 billion. 
[ don’t mean that will be the refund but that is the basis looking at 
the percentages, assuming that all the roads meet the standards. 

The bill goes further. Section 207 (c) is an invitation to every 
State to construct more and more toll roads on an Interstate System 
which will not be paid for out of State funds but by revenue bonds 

secured on the revenue of the turnpike. The State will then receive 
90 percent of the cost of these roads build any time in the future— 
now or 10 years from now—all such refunds to be expended outside of 
the Interstate System without matching. 

When the State receives this refund, it can decide whether to pay 
off the revenue bonds and free the roads of tolls, or use the money, 
without matching, on other roads. The decision, in my opinion, will 
be unanimous not to pay off the toll road revenue bonds, but to use 
the money for other construction. 

L agree with the American Automobile Association when it called 
these refunds a reimbursement bonanza which would practically force 
the States to go into the toll business. 

No one can predict the amount of refunds under this section in the 
years to come, but it is obvious that they will be great and concen- 
trated in certain States. This will bring about an unequal distribu- 
tion of the Federal funds by reason of ‘these refunds to States that 
have constructed toll roads. 

In addition to these refunds I have mentioned, it is further pro- 
vided that any freeways constructed by any State th: it comply with 
standards set forth in the bill can likewise receive refunds. 

I think that is a just provision, providing that you deduct from 
the refunds the amount of Federal aid that has been applied to the 
particular projects. 

When it is considered that $21 billion is to be borrowed, interest 
will be $11.5 billion, and that there will be billions of dollars in 
refunds, as permitted under this legislation, we must conclude the 
actual funds to be expended on new construction on the Interstate 
System will be greatly diminished. 

In my opinion, the refund provision is one of the more iniquitous 
provisions of this legislation, and it is especially indefensible because 
to date those testifying in favor of the bill have not been able to esti- 
mate the amount of refunds. 

In conclusion, I want to express my support of a sound pay-as-you- 
go plan of road improvement. The request has frequently been made 
by the governors of the States that the 2-cent gasoline tax be repealed. 
This is certainly one way greatly to promote the road program. 
61030—55—33 
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Should it be repealed, and the present Federal aid to States be con- 
tinued, amounting to $525 million a year over the period of the life 
of this program, there would be a far greater sum available for road 
improvement than under the plan proposed in this bill. 

A continued direct appropriation of $525 million annually out of 
the Federal Treasury, and the reimposition by the States of the 2- 
cent gasoline tax, if removed by the Federal Government, will bring 
in an additional revenue of $39 billion to the 48 States during the 
32-year period if the estimates of the President’s Advisory Commit- 
tees are correct as stated in the record. 

I do not think there is a single State in the Union that would not 
be ready to reimpose the 2-cent tax after the repeal of this tax by 
the Federal Government. 

I suggest as one solution of the problem that: 

1. The 2-cent gasoline tax now being collected by the Federal 
Government be repealed, thus permitting the States to reimpose it. 

2. Present Federal aid to primary, secondary, and urban road sys- 
tems which, for many years has been integrated with State highway 
systems, be continued on the long standing matching basis. This 
amounts to $535 million a year. 

3. The lubricating-oil tax now collected by the Federal Govern- 
ment be continued. 

Under such a plan States would retain as much control over their 
roads as they have had in the past; $11.5 billion interest would be 
saved for additional road construction; and road revenue would be 
evenly distributed over future years to keep highways modernized 
to meet changing conditions. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Senator. Being conscious of your 
duties as chairman of the Senate Finance Committee with a very 
important hearing underway, and in view of the fact that we have 
other witnesses, I will make my questions very brief and hope that 
other members of the committee will do likewise. 

On the first page of your statement you referred several times to a 
10-year program. I respectfully call to your attention that there 
is no 10-year limit in the bill nor is there a 30-year limit in the bill. 
The provision making the appropriation says “There are hereby 
appropriated for the fiscal year 1957 and for each fiscal year there- 
after” so long as bonds are outstanding. So there is no 30-year limit 
to the financing, nor is there a 10-year limit or provision in the bill. 

The Clay report refers to a 10-year construction program and a 30- 
year financing program, but the bill does not contain those limits. 

Senator Byrp. I should have said the Clay committee report, Mr. 
Chairman. I was going by the report which shows the expenditures 
made in the first 10 years, at so much a year, to be paid back in the next 
22 years at so much a year. 

Senator Gorr. Senator, on this question of reimbursement of States 
for what they heve done in the way of building better roads, would 
you think that if we adopt that program for roads that we could 
with the same equity and justice refund one county that had bonded 
itself to build schols while a neighboring county had not, if we have 
a school-aid program ? 

Senator Byrp. I don’t think it is the same principle. I think the 
question of these toll roads presents a question that probably would 
not arise in any other appropriation. I contend that the States don’t 
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pay for these toll roads. They are paid for by the traveling public 
and the bonds are sold on a base of revenue bonds. I think that is 
entirely different from general fund expenditures from general tax 
revenue. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond ¢ 

Senator THurMoND. Pass me over for a minute, Mr. Chairman. . 
have been out of the city and just got back. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Senator Byrd, I think the committee is very much 
indebted to you for a most helpful statement and for highlighting 
some of the problems that confront the committee in dealing with this 
legislation. | 

During the hearings thus far I have repeatedly brought out that it 
seems to me there is a considerable difference between dedicating 
revenues to the retirement of revenue bonds such as you might on a 
turnpike, and the use of the taxing power of the Government to enact 
a levy and then to dedicate the proceeds of that levy. 

With your long service in the Committee on Finance, and in the 
Congress, do you know of any other instance where the taxing power 
of the Government is used to make a direct or a specific levy under 
the taxing authority and then to dedicate the proceeds of that tax to 
the retirement of a specific bond issue ¢ 

Senator Byrp. I don’t know of any to retire a bond issue. Proceeds 
from the migratory game law, putting a Federal license on hunting 
to the extent of collections, go to a dedicated purpose. There are no 
bonds involved in that. 

Senator Case. Even there, that is used as a yardstick more than an 
exact appropriation; isn’t it? . 

Senator Byrp. As Mr. Simms brought out, that is just at the option 
of the Congress. Congress can repeal the law any time if it pleases. 
As you have said, Senator, if you predicate the payment of the bonds 
on the collection of taxes on gasoline, you have to recognize the pos- 
sibility that Congress may at any time repeal the Federal gas tax, 
change the rate, and so forth. 

Senator Case. You are familiar I presume with the Virginia 
Revenue Bond Act of 1940 which, as I understand, permitted the sale 
cf revenue bonds to acquire or construct ferries and bridges over 
Hampton Roads, the James River, the York River, and the Rappahan- 
nock River, the constitutionality of which was upheld by the State 
supreme court in 1949. Is any levy enacted by the State of Virginia 
to support that or is that purely a matter of tolls? 

Senator Byrp. The constitution of Virginia was amended when I 
was governor and provides that no debt can be incurred by the State 
except to a limited amount and only then by a vote of the people. The 
bonds that the Senator refers to have written on the face of them that 
the State of Virginia has no liability, and quotes the constitution 
showing that the State cannet be liable for them. 

Therefore the bonds have been based completely on the revenue 
from the projects. 

The people who bought the bonds run the risk. They made ex- 
haustive examinations, including traffic census, and so forth. The 
only obligation the State undertakes is to continue the tolls until the 
bonds are paid. 
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Senator Case, And revenue bonds relate to the revenue from the 
tolls and not to any revenue created by the tax levy ¢ 

Senator Byrp. The constitution specifically prohibits us from guar- 
anteeing that indebtedness. 

Senator Case. Is that same thing true with respect to the Elizabeth 
River Tunnel Commission ? 

Senator Byrp. All of those. All of those projects, let me say to the 
Senator, are attractive to the investors because the traffic is great. 
The Elizabeth City tunnel, for example, carries enormous traflic. 
It will pay the bonds off before they come due. 

The State itself is not obligated in any way. If the State at- 
tempted to pay those bonds off, an injunction could be secured by a 
citizen because it would be in violation of the constitution, And 
those who buy the bonds understand the State has no responsibility 
for the bonds. 

Senator Case. The revenue bonds are supported just by the rev- 
enues created by that project ? 

Senator Byrp. It is so written on the bond and in the constitu- 
tion—— 

Senator Case. And not by any tax levy! 

Senator Byrp. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Senator Byrd, in your estimate of the amount of 
liability for this windfall repayment, as you term it, on the toll 
roads, just for purposes of accuracy I ” inclined to think that you 
have used a total of all the toll roads. I added up the different cate- 
gories of toll roads presently proposed, in existence, and under con- 
struction that you have, and they come to 9,737. 

Senator Byrp. They claim though, if you read the report on page 
43, they claim 1,200 miles are not feasible. Therefore the net amount 
is 8.537. 

Senator Case. Does that report indicate that all 8,500 of those 
miles are on the approved Interstate System ? 

Senator Byrp. That is what it says. The heading says “Toll 
Roads and the United States Interstate Highway System” at the top 
of the page. 

Senator Busu. What page is that? 

Senator Byrrp. Page 43. Even if those figures aren’t correct, this 
is an open invitation in this bill. From now on toll roads can be 
built and refunds received. They don’t have to have been built in 
the past. They can build them from now on and get this tremendous 
windfall. 

Senator Case. It would be modified to the extent of the percentage 
applied. I think that the staff of the committee, Mr. Chairman, could 
check this very closely. But the answer that was given to your ques- 
tion to the Secretary indicated the original cost of the ‘toll roads 
was $3,301 million, And then subtracting the fin: incing costs, the 
total buildings and equipment reduced that to $2,803 million. 

Then the maximum portion eligible for reimbursement under sec- 
tion 207, according to this answer to your question, would be $2,156 
million. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 






Toll roads on interstate routes, built or under construction 


{In thousands of dollars] 
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New Jersey 405, 000 97, 819 7 O74 ) 
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# Ohio 326, 000 42, 644 6.8 " = 








a Connecticut 398, 000 | 52, 029 15, 107 30, S64 207, 778 
Fs Indiana 280, 000 | 40, 000 16, 580 223. 420 a . 
i Kansas 160, 000 20, 000 4, 202 135, 698 122, 128 
53; Kentucky 38, 500 3, 844 OF 83, 601 22 
ay Massachusetts 239, 000 32, 000 6, 36 200), 634 180, 57 

7 New Hampshire $21, 391 21, 391 ), 252 
Sd New Jersey 27, 200 2, 200 61 24, 390 22, 411 
4 New York 283, 962 29, 455 14, 411 240, 096 216, O86 
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1 Excludes Federal funds of $29,250,000. 
2 Partial data. 
: 3 Excludes Federal funds of $58,000,000. 
EB 4 Not available. 
5 Excludes Federal funds of $1,009,000. 





Senator Byrp. I think they refer only to the first column, the toll 
: roads in operation. If you will turn to that page 43 you will see that. 
: Senator Casr. That may be. I personally don’t hi: appen to be en- 
; thusiastic about this idea of reimbursement in any event. 

Senator Byrp. Do you have a copy of the report ? 

On page 43 you will see that the first column refers to the roads in 
operation, 1,058. There is another column of the roads under construe- 
tion or financed. There is another column for authorized roads. There 
is another for additional proposals. I imagine the cost figures that 
you got apply to those in operation or th: at have been constructed. 
They, do not apply to these others. Therefore I say the liability as of 
now, the total is 8,500 miles, and I know these roads cannot be built 
for less than an average of a million dollars a mile. That is a bare 
minimum. 

Senator Casr. I think the committee staff could reconcile the an- 
swer to your question and the point that Senator Byrd brought out. 
At the conclusion of your statement you suggest a continued direct 

appropriation of $525 million annually out of the Federal Treasury. 
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Under the 1954 act we are providing $700 million for the several 
categories of Federal aid in addition to the amounts made available 
for forest roads, park roads, and things of that nature. 

Senator Byrp. I did not know it was that much. I notice the 
Clay committee estimates $600 million. It was in the neighborhood 
of $525 million under the previous authorization. 

At that point, if the Senator will permit, in addition to gas and oil 
taxes other Federal taxes on automobiles include those on passenger 
automobiles and motorcycles which bring in $867 million; and trucks 
and buses, which bring in $149 million, and so forth. These should 
be taken into consideration. 

Senator Case. That is an interesting suggestion. It might give a 
problem to the Finance Committee if we were to continue this level 
of Federal-aid appropriations and also repeal the gasoline tax. 

Senator Byrp. My proposal is limited to repeal only of the 2-cent 
Federal gas tax. 

Sentor Case. In most of the States I believe those are regarded as 
highway users’ taxes. That is the license plates, the ton mileage tax; 
things like that are regarded as highway user revenues. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all that I have. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. Senator Byrd, you made no reference to the 
rate of interest in your presentation. Do you think that the 3 percent 
estimated is a reasonable rate of interest ? 

Senator Byrp. No, sir. I think if they try to sell bonds, not guar- 
anteed by the Federal Government, that they may have to pay a 
considerably higher interest. 

Senator McNamara. In that everit this $1114 billion that you men- 
tioned would be increased. We would have less than $914 billion to 
go into the program. 

Senator Byrp. I want to make one point on that, too, Senator, and 
that is that these bonds may not be paid at maturity. It is perfectly 
possible that, before they are paid off, we will pay as much in interest 
as the principal of the bonds. This program is predicated on the 
assumption that between 1967 and 1987 no money is going to be needed 
on the Interstate System except to pay the bonds off; or when the 
bonds come due Congress may say we need this money on the other 
systems. Do you think that is a possibility? 

Senator McNamara. I think so. 

That is all that I have. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I certainly think we are all indebted 
to the distinguished Senator for his very close analysis of this situa- 
tion. Icould not ever be unimpressed with anything that the Senator 
said in connection with matters of financing the Government and 
any part of it. I think we are dealing here with a situation that is 
unprecedented, as the Senator has pointed out. There is little prece- 
dent, if any, for some of the things in this bill. , 

On the other hand, we have been impressed here with the fact 
that the governors of the States have reversed their position in con- 
nection with the Federal relationship to the States on highways, 
and they came here and very strongly urged us—and appeared to have 
a very high degree of unanimity among the governors of the States— 
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to go for S. 1160 although heretofore they have taken the position that 
we ought to repeal the 2-cent gasoline tax and leave it to the States 
to dispose of that money. 

Of course what has always interested me—and incidentally I think 
it would very greatly profit our State—is if it were done in that 
way. Then the American Municipal Association came down here 
representing some 40,000 communities and they seem to strongly favor 
this course as outlined in S. 1160. 

So that we have some very, very strong proponents for this from 
all over the United States based on two things: One, we are in despe! 
ate need of increasing our highway construction and, the other, that 
~ proposition seems to be the one most likely designed to do it. 

I do not hold any special brief for this particular financing plan 
but I still think that the committee has not received a suggestion as 
to how the financing of such an extended highway system could be 
undertaken under any other financing plan. 

I say to the Senator: Where do we get the money’ I do not think 
the Senator denies that we have a tremendous need for such a pro 
gram, both from the standpoint of defense and commerce. 

Senator Byrp. First, I will answer the question about the posi 
tion of the governors. I was a governor. I imagine the reason the 
governors favor this now is because they are getting something for 
nothing. This is very hard for any governor to refuse. 

Senator Busu. I think they favor it more on the basis that it is a 
pay-as-you-use proposition, and the more you use the more you pay. 

Senator Byrn. I think there are other reasons. This is the first time 
to my knowledge that any large sum of road money has been given 
to the States without matching. If there is any such grant except 
perhaps in the WPA period, I would like somebody to point it out, 
even a small grant. If this money were offered to the States on a 
matching basis there would not be such enthusiasm. 

This is a giveaway. The Federal Government has taken over the 
enormous cost of the Interstate System, and assumes the whole cost. 
It is not going to be limited to 40,000 miles. In time it may be 50,000 
miles, 60,000, 70,000, and 80,000 miles. There are 3,300,000 miles of 
roads in the country. You are not going to limit this 100-percent 
Federal aid to 40,000 miles. 

Let me answer the other question, as to where you are going to get 
the money. By repealing the gasoline tax and not paying interest 
over the decades you will get S111 billion more than comes in under 
this plan, assuming it is a self-liquidating plan. I have no doubt that 
the States will act ‘promptly to reimpose the 2-cent tax if the Federal 
tax is repealed. 

Senator Busu. Over a period of 30 years. 

Senator Brrp. Yes. 

Senator Busu. But not over a period of 10 years. 

Senator Byrp. Because they borrow the money and pay interest on 
it. You are paying $111 billion premium, bonus, in order to expedite 
it for a certain period of years. It is the old story. 

Senator Busu. This bill provides for us to get roads now. 

Senator Byrp. The source of revenue you mention is exactly the 
same under this bill, assuming that it will be liquidated by the gaso- 
line tax, as if you repealed the gasoline tax and left it to the States, 
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except that $1114 billion in interest would be saved. That is the only 
difference. 

Senator Busu. The other difference that is important is that we 
do not get the roads. We will have to wait 32 years for the roads. 
Under this plan we will be getting the roads in 10 years. 

Senator Byrp. You do not get the roads quite as quickly but then 
you will get money over the whole period of years. Under this bill 

you dry up the gasoline tax for 20 barren years. You do not get a 
cent. 

The Senator knows we will have need for road construction in 
1987 just as we have now. Under this bill if these bonds are paid 
there will not be a single dollar available for the Interstate System 
from the Federal Government for 20 years. 

Senator Busn. But it will be available to the people because we are 
going to pay off the bonds. 

Senator Byrp. I know, but I am assuming that the road problem 
20 years from now will be greater than it is today. Under this list of 
increases in the gasoline tax the committee estimates a doubling of the 
gasoline tax in 20 years. 

Senator Busn. You mean that the same rate would produce twice 
as much ¢ 

Senator Byrrp. That means there would be twice as much traffic 
on the roads. To say we will not need road construction on this sys- 
tem for 20 years to me is a complete absurdity. 

Senator Busu. I think the theory is that the stimulation of road- 
building and the existence of the new improved Interstate Highway 
System would make possible the doubling of the tax, and without hav- 
ing the roads to create the use it would not have the increased tax. 

Senator Byrp. Senator, what I mean is that they estimate from the 
same tax revenue will more than double in a period of 20 years. 

Senator Busu. If this system is built. 

Senator Byrp. And if the revenue doubles there will be twice as 
much traffic ? 

Senator Busu. Predicated on the building of this Interstate Sys- 
tem, though, if I understand it. 

Senator Byrn. I am talking about the fact that this plan for 20 
years dries up the gasoline tax. It does not allow a dollar for the 
interstate roads for 20 years. Do you not think that there is going to 
be need for roads, road improvements from 1967 to 1987? 

Senator Busu. For the next 20 years I think it sets aside $622 
million annually for the regular contribution to the States under a 
matching basis. That is provided for in the bill. Then you speak of 
it being dried up. It does not seem to me it is being dried up if it 
goes into the construction of highways. 

Senator Byrn. It dries it up for the Interstate System. That reve- 
nue of $622 million does not go to the Interstate System. I am 
speaking of the Interstate System. 

Senator BusH. Yes, sir. 

Senator Byrn. It dries it up completely for the Interstate System 
for 20 years. 

Senator Busu. It pledges it. 

Senator byrp. I do not know what you pledge. 
Senator Busn. You pledge the excess of revenues over $622 million. 
Senator Byrp. If you read the report, if you pay the bonds off, as 
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contemplated, there will not be any money for interstate roads from 
1967 to 1987. It is worked out in the ( ‘lay committee report. 

Senator Gore. Or so long as there are outstanding bonds / 

Senator Byrp. Yes. 

Senator Bu Sil. The theory 1s by soceipenta a the building of the 
Interstate System you will be doing a great service to everybody that 
uses the roads, and you will, of course, be paying for it over a period 
of 30 years. But that i is the w ay a great many ee constructions 
and bridges and tunnels have been built, greatly to the advantage of 
the people, and they would not have been built otherwise if they had 
not been willing to ‘borrow mone y to do it on a revenue basis. 

The Senator has done that in Virginia on some of the authority 
bonds down there. ‘This isan authority bond. 

Senator Byrp. It is not a pub ic obligation of Virginia. Our con 
stitution prohibits guaranteeing any debts. They are confined to 
single projects, and those projects are se If-sustaining and self liquidat 
ing; they will pay themselves out. 

Senator Busu. Does the Senator feel that the Federal Highway 
Authority is similar in the setup to the authority bonds that have been 
set up by the various States ¢ 

Senator Byrp. I do not think they are similar at all because they 
have no revenue. This proposition was originally conceived on a toll 
basis. I have that on the highest authority. When it started in the 
administration the idea was a toll system. The Government would 
guarantee only the bonds on those roads that had tolls on them. That 
is entirely a different proposition from this. Here we have both toll 


and free roads, we repay States for the toll roads, as well as the free 
roads, the tolls stay On, the reimbursements vO to roa ls outside the 
Interstate System and so forth. All this ts a far cry from a simple 
sel f- liquid: iting toll-road propos ition. The Senator knows that. 
Senator Busu. That is right. 
Senator Byrrp. That is how it started. Then the governors came 
up here and objected to it. They did not want the toll system. ‘That 


may be right or wrong. I am talking about the financial end of it. 
There is nothing comparable in this bill to a toll authority for specific 
sel f- liquids iting projects in the States. This Corporation would not 
get a dollar of the toll revenues. 

Senator Busn. Instead of getting the revenues from the toll tax 
they get it from the gasoline tax. 

Senator Byrp. However, the Corporation gets it and taxpayers lose 
$111, billion in money for roads. 

Senator Busn. They would not get as much from the gasoline tax, 
as I understand this bill, Senator, and the Clay committee report, 
unless they had the Interstate > System which would result in an esti- 
mated doubling of the tax over a period of 

Senator Byrp. It joins on how they have calculated it from the 
standpoint of the increased population or from the standpoint of 
these roads bringing in the tax. As a matter of fact, the Interstate 
System is only 40,000 miles of the 3.3 million miles of roads in the 
country. Users of the other 314 million miles of roads pay Federal 
gasoline t taxes, too. Don’t forget that. 

Those roads, of course, are not considered in this plan except to the 
extent of the $622 million. 

Senator Busn. That isa large extent. 
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Senator Byrp. I think this is a fantastic and the most remarkable 
proposal that has ever been presented in that it is not proposed to 
include these bonds in the public debt. It is deceitful to borrow $21 
billion, exclude it from Treasury records, and say it is not public debt. 

I do hope that we can keep our records straight. I hope that we can 
have honest bookkeeping. We are piling debt upon debt in this coun- 
try for future generations to pay. The least we can do for our grand- 
children and children is to keep an honest set of books. I care not 
whether the proposition emanates from Mr. Eisenhower or anybody 
else, I would have exactly the same attitude about it. I think this will 
do more to destroy the proper and honest bookkeeping in Government 
financing than anything that has been proposed in the 22 years I have 
been here, and that is my sincere conviction. I would not say it if 
it weren't. 

Senator Busu. Certainly nobody in the world would question the 
Senator’s sincerity. 

Senator Byrrp. My State is a gateway between the North and the 
South. You cannot go north and south unless you go through Vir- 
ginia. We have pretty good roads. We will be benetited by this bill, 
but I am not for it for the reasons I have mentioned. 

Senator Gore. Are you finished, Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond? 

Senator THurmonpb. Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a pleasure to have 
such a distinguished and able Senator with us this morning. 

Senator Byrd, if this Corporation should be organized and author- 
ized to incur obligations which would run into the billions of dollars 
for the construction of roads, will you state in your opinion whether 
or not it might be considered a precedent and that other corporations 
might be organized in the future to build hydroelectric projects, irri- 
gation projects, school-building projects, and projects of various other 
kinds that would also run into the billions of dollars, on the theory 
that they are not included in the public debt ? 

Senator Byrp. The Senator is exactly right. Take the cigarette 
tax or the liquor tax or any number of other taxes. You have many 
excise taxes. You can predicate expenditures on all of them, just 
exactly as you are doing here with the gasoline tax, and by the same 
line of reasoning say it wouldn’t be a debt and the expenditures 
would not be from the general fund. 

Senator TuHurmonp. Is that not possibly one of the biggest dangers 
to be considered in this particular bill? 

Senator Byrn. I think so. 

Senator THurmonp. As a matter of setting that precedent? 

Senator Byrn. Yes: 

Senator THurmonp. Senator, I think it is generally conceded that 
an Interstate System of roads is needed. Is it your opinion that such 
a system should be built and superimposed, or have an expanded system 
of the present road system ? 

Senator Byrn. I think, Senator, that expansion under the present 
road system is very much preferable to proposals in this bill. I 
would be opposed to the Federal Government taking complete control 
of the most important roads in the 48 States. With limited access 
I don’t think that any of us can realize the terrific consequences of 
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putting limited-access roads in rural communities. Somebody said 
this was following the autobahn plan in Germany. 

I was over there. Hitler built that road to get his armies through 
Germany. He did not want access roads. Our farmers live along 


many of these roads and cross them when they please. Under this 
plan, if you read the Clay report, the emphasis is on limiting access 
to roads. I don’t know how often they will have — every 10 


miles sai: and you come on them from above or below the road. 
It will interfere terrifically with the rights of the local people. 

This is not an Interstate System, as they call it. I will venture 
the assertion that on most of these roads from 50 to 75 percent of 
the traffic will be local traffic. There is no such thing as a purely 
Interstate System. All roads must serve the local needs as well. 

Senator ‘THuRMOND. Senator, unless the present road system 1s 
expanded in this type bill, or in some bill here along the lines you 
indicated, would it not be preferable, if that could not be done, just 
to build a system of defense highways and put on the tolls and provide 
the financing for it? 

Senator Byrp. On that point somebody said this is a defense propo 
sition. Here we have Washington. Few important areas have worse 
facilities for evacuation in the event of attack. ‘This road plan does 
not add a single new outlet from the city of Washington. 

This bill would make no change in the outlets. We would get a 
little extra mileage from Falls Church to Fairfax. If this isa milits ary 
road proposition how about Washington, the center of government / 
Here we have a river to cross. No provision is made in this bill to get 
people out of Washington, for example, in event of attack. Certainly 
this is true on the Virginia side, and I think it is on the Maryland side. 

I think the Senator is correct in the belief that there are certain 
areas that need military roads. That is a different thing. What is 
there about this Interstate System to justify it as a military defense 
highway system / 

Senator Tuurmonp. If our road system is exp: ne along the line 
you have in mind, do you think there should also, in addition, be a 
system of defense highways across the country that ea l be financed 
possibly with the 1- cent gasoline t tax and some tolls over causeways, 
and such as that? 

Senator Byrp. Frankly, I haven’t given any thought to that ques- 
tion. If defense highways are needed in places I am not in opposition 
to those which are ‘justified. I think they are much more iiieel to 
Federal control, purely defense highways, than these other roads. 
As I say, 50 percent and probably more of the traffic on these 40,000 
miles of roads will be local. 

I haven’t seen any list of defense roads. Have you seen such a list ? 

Senator Tuurmonp. I haven’t seen any list specifically for defense. 

Senator Byrv. Highway facilities for evacuation in the event of 
attack and military highways are not the same. These roads near 
Washington on the Interstate System do not provide a single new 
outlet—after spending $21 billion. I doubt that, providing for evacua- 
tion or military movement, the purpose is a very important objective 
for this Interstate System. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Neuberger ? 
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Senator Neunercer. I have 3 very brief comments, Mr. Chairman, 
in commenting on what Senator Byrd said on the impact on our rural 
population. 

I had a letter from a friend of mine who raises peas as a farmer 
near the border of Oregon. He said if this plan goes into effect could 
I get him a surplus balloon to get his products into market because 
he didn’t see how he could get on the road. 

L have had a lot of correspondenc e from my State, Senator, along 
that line. They are concerned about the farm-to-market situation. 

I want to correct one thing Senator Bush said about the support of 
the governors. The Governor of my State is a Republican of the con- 
servative var iety, but he is opposed to this toll situation and has so 
written the chairman of the subcommittee here, and myself, because 
it would so discriminate against the State of Oregon which is in- 
capable, because of a population of only a million and a half over a 
huge area, of having a toll road. 

Is that not true, Mr. Chairman, that he so communicated to you? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Busn. If the Senator would yield: My statement was 
based on the statement made before this committee by Governor 
Kohler of Wisconsin, who was speaking exactly to that point. So if 
there are exceptions to it I plead innocence. 

Senator Neupnercer. I was here when the Governor testified. The 
Governor of my State believes if the toll roads go through, as Senator 
Byrd discussed so ably, that the State of Oregon would get a very 
small disproportionate share of the revenue to which he thinks he is 
entitled because of the distances that have to be covered. 

Senator Byrp. If these records are correct there is not a single toll 
road west of the Mississippi River. All the refunds would be in the 
Fast, along the eastern seaboard. 

Senator Neupercer. Yet there are huge distances to be covered in 
my State. I would like to thank the Senator. In my opinion you 
have torpedoed S. 1160 or most of the fundamental part of it, as dead 
as Judas Iscariot, in your testimony this morning. 

That is all that T have. 

Senator Gore. Senator Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. Senator Byrd, you recommend the repeal of the 
9-cent gasoline tax and permitting the States to reimpose it. What 
would be the effect of the refusal of the States to reimpose that 2-cent 
gasoline tax? 

Senator Byrp. That is a State matter. Generally they have been 
anxious for repeal of the Federal tax so they could reimpose it. I 
think the Virginia people would have a special session immediately. 
I can see no object in the States not reimposing it if it doesn’t increase 
the cost of the gasoline to the consumer. After all, it is a fair tax. 

As the chairman said, until recently the States have been advocating 
that strongly. Only recently there has been a change of attitude. 

[ don’t know about other governors now, but the Governor of Vir- 
ginia has come out publicly and said he would prefer repeal of the 
Federal gasoline tax to this plan. 

Senator Hruska. It is my recollection that when that was first pro- 
posed as a concept there was apprehension that many States would 
not do it, and w aa simply absorb it and treat it as a tax—— 
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Senator Byrp. I don’t think we need fear that with the present con 
dition of the road system. ‘To the contrary, | saw a statement the 
other day that quite a few States are contemp!| iting creasing the 
gasoline tax. 

Senator Hruska. That is all that I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Byrd, as chairman of the subcommittee and 
speaking, I am sure, on behalf of each member, the committee appre 
clates your contribution. Seldom has this or any other committee 
had one who speaks from such knowledge and with such sineerity. 
We thank you for your appearance. 

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Senator. 1 wouldn't have come today 
except by invitation, of course. It 1s one of the very few times that 
I have ever appeared before a committee in this fashion since I have 
been here. 

Senator Gore. We are honored that you have come before the com 
mittee. 

Senator Byrp. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. The committee will now hear Mr. John Harper, 
National Oil Jobbers Council. 

Without objection Mr. Harper’s full statement will be printed 
in the hearings. 

Due to our limitation of time, Mr. Harper, would you be willing 
to summarize your statement for us ¢ 


STATEMENT OF JOHN HARPER, CHAIRMAN TOLL ROADS 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL OIL JOBBERS COUNCIL 


Mr. Harper. It is very short, Mr. Chairman. It is nine pages, 


double spaced. Ithink I can get through it quickly. 

Senator Gore. All right. 

Mr. Harper. My name is John Harper. I am president of the 
Harper Oil Co., Long Island City, N. Y. Iam appearing here as an 
ea REMC petroleum marketer, to present my views—and those of 
the National Oil Jobbers Council—about certain aspects of the pro 
posed highway program. 

The National Oil Jobbers Council is a trade group composed of 27 
State and regional associations of indepe ndent jobbers and distribu 
tors of petroleum products. These 27 associations, covering 33 States, 
represent approximately 12,000 of the 15,000 petroleum jobbers and 
distributors in the United States. 

There probably is not another group in the United States to whom 
highways, and good highways, are a subject of greater concern than 
to the petroleum marketer. By participating in the development of 
the nationwide network of some 200,000 service stations which keep 
the American automobile going, the petroleum marketer has in a very 
real sense made our present highway system possible. His livelihood 
depends upon the use of that system. 

But, while the petroleum marketer is quite understandably in favor 
of proposals to accelerate the modernization of our highways, he is 
also gravely concerned about some of the implications attaching to 
the measure through which it is being proposed to do this job. 

To be more specific, Senate bill 1160, now before this committee for 
consideration, represents a radical departure from the traditional 
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philosophy of highway finance in this country. The Federal Govern- 
ment has long recognized the importance of an adequate highway 
system, to carry the mail, to encourage interstate commerce, to prov ide 
for the military defense of the Nation. Rec ognition of this fact over 
the years is reflected in liberal Federal allocations to States to help 
build roads of national interest. These funds have been provided 
from general revenues, because these highways are a matter of vital 
concern to all the people. 

This continuing element of public interest is clearly recognized in 
S. 1160, the stated objective of which reads : 

It is hereby declared to be in the national interest to foster the development of 
a modern, adequate, safe, and efficient system of highways deemed essential for 
the expansion of the economy and the changing concepts of the military and civil 
defense of the United States. 

A plainer affirmation of the public interest in highways could hardly 
beasked. Yet, after announcing the need to modernize our important 
highways in the interests of national defense and an expanding econ- 
omy, this bill would have us wheel about and place the entire burden 
of supporting an expanded road program squarely on the shoulders 
ofa single group—the highway users. On the eve of the greatest 
roadbuilding era in our history, it would almost completely relieve the 
Federal Government of its rightful responsibilities in this area 

As a practical matter, the hill would take the “aid” out of “Federal 
highway aid.” In the final analysis the full cost of the Federal 
portion of the proposed program would come from Federal excises on 

gasoline and special fuels—levies which were adopted as temporary 
emergency revenue measures having no connection with highways. 

If the Fede1 ‘al Government is merely going to collect the money 
from the States in the form of taxes on motor fuel and then hand it 
back under the guise of Federal aid, I cannot see how this can any 
longer logically ‘be considered as aid or assistance. It is something 
the same as if an oil jobber were to exact a monthly financial contr ibu- 

tion from his dealers and then turn around and use this money for 

the purpose of improving their stations and pumps. I can see little 
percentage in this for the dealer. It would only mean that the job- 
ber would be doing something for the dealer which the dealer him- 
self could do just as well in the first place, and perhaps better because 
he knows best what improvements are needed. 

By arbitrarily changing Federal motor fuel taxes from general 
revenue levies to road ‘taxes, it is now proposed to make the motor 
vehicle owners as a group assume the entire cost of a highway program 
which admittedly is s primarily for military and civil defense purposes, 
and also to promote general interstate commerce. Obviously the mo- 
tor vehicle operator would be only one of the beneficiaries of such a 
program. 

It is difficult to understand how such a step can be justified. There 
is nothing unique about the typical car or truck owner today in terms 
of his ability to pay taxes. In addition to shouldering his share of 
the general ‘tax burden like any other citizen, he has” already been 
singled out as the target of several types of special taxes. His fuel, 
in partic ular, is taxed at a rate in excess of that applied to luxury 
items. 

Continuation of the present Federal motor fuels taxes as the sole 
financial support for the proposed program would in itself be an un- 
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warranted discrimination against the motorist. If it is proposed to 
go even further—to think of increasing the tax—such a move would 
deserve the vigorous opposition of the highway user and everyone 
who supplies him with goods and services. When that point is 
reached, it seems to me that all sense of equity has been lost and the 
question has become not, “What is his rightful contribution !™ but 
simply, “How much will he stand? 

Some of the members may wonder why the jobber, rather than the 
consumer, is concerned with Federal gasoline taxes. The answer is 
simple. When the jobber purchases gasoline he must pay the 2 cents 
per gallon Federal tax and does not recover that 2 cents until he has 
received payment from those to whom he sells. This means that ap 
proximately 15 percent of a jobber’s gasoline inventory and credit 
accounts represent Federal taxes which he is collecting for Unele 
Sam. It isasevere drain on any jobber to have 15 percent of his work 
ing capital tied up in taxes. In addition, he must pay some of the 
tax out of his own pocket as there is the factor of evaporation and leak 
age prior to sale. To add another 1-cent-per-gallon burden, as sug 
gested by some, would push us to the breaking point. It is bad enough 
to be a tax collector without pay for the Federal Governmnt, but it 
is even worse when we have to pay the tax before we collect it. Job 
bers have entertained hope for some years to be relieved of this burden. 
If this bill, S. 1160, becomes law, it would appear that we are sold 
into bondage until the proposed program has been paid for. 

These defects appear to be serious ones. But there are others which 
apply more immediately to people in my business. ‘To us, there ap 
pears to be imbedded in this bill a threat to competitive enterprise 
such as the seller of petroleum products has not witnessed since the 
opening of the first service station in 1907, 

One arm of this threat lies in the provisions which would encourage, 
through Federal credits, the building of toll roads and would permit 
their incorporation into the Interstate System. However ideal a toll 
road may be from the viewpoint of driving ease, to the petroleum 
marketer it has come to represent a State-created monopoly over an 
area in which he has traditionally been free to do business. 

Along with the toll gate has come State domination of marketing 
facilities. The first casualty of this movement was not the first motor 
ist to lose his life on the first toll road. It was the petroleum dis- 
tributor who saw this great new market spring up in his own back 
yard, but found it posted “Off limits.” The small independent mar 
keter was already a casualty before the tape was cut at the inaugural 
ceremony. 

As the toll movement has progressed, the independent marketer has, 
for all practical purposes, been effectively barred from getting his 
product up for sale on these important highways. Whether the road 
is operated on a strict monopoly or a limited-franchise basis, there 
is no room in the picture for the small, or even middle-sized operator. 
The financial requirements are ordinarily so high as to bar him even 
from bidding for a franchise. 

Further encour agement of toll roads would amount to Federal en 
dorsement of a type of marketing arrangement which has been char 
acterized by sharp curtailment of competition, restricte te brand choice 
for the consumer, increased prices, and a major State invasion of the 
area of free enterprise. 
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Furthermore, the provision for toll-read credits will not stand the 
test of equity. It is inequitable to the toll road user who is already 
vaving his share of the cost of the system through the gasoline tax, 
but who must pay again at the toll gate. It is inequitable to those 
States which follow the sound pr: tice of using highw: ay taxes to 
build highways. My own State of New York would probably be one 
of the major beneficiaries under the credit provisions of this measure 
and yet, in recent years, New York has been diverting a large share of 
its regular highway funds. In fact, the data published by the United 
States Bureau of Public Roads show that in 1953 New York diverted 
approximate ‘ly $90 million of its highway user tax receipts and allo- 
cated $ Siz » million for work on State highw iLys. 

In view of these factors, I feel that any form of credits for toll fa- 
cilities should be limited strictly to those already in existence and that 
the credits should be used to retire outstanding indebtedness, after 
which the road should become toll free. No other course seems either 
equitable or wise. 

One final aspect of the proposed measure remains for consideration 
to me the most troublesome of all. What provision is going to be 
made for competition on these limited-access highways ? 

It is my understanding that the Bureau of Public Roads con- 
templates complete relocation of no less than 90 percent of the 
40,000-mile Interstate System, and that virtually the entire system 
will be made limited or controlled access in design. In endorsing 
the limited-access feature, the Clay committee report took notice of 
the problems raised by it, stating that: 

In constructing a controlled-access system care must be exercised to insure 
that traditional free enterprise is promoted and that no monopolistic tendencies 
develop in the provision of needed facilities to service the highway user. * * * 
This is a problem which requires careful thought and planning. 

Yet, as I read the present bill, although provisions governing con- 
trol of access have been retained as an integral feature, the measure 
is completely silent in regard to the prem ninon of free enterprise. 

I would respectfully suggest that we are faced here with a question 
of such vital importance to our economic system that its solution 

cannot safely be entrusted to the workings of chance. We are faced 
with a proposal which would revolutionize the conduct of business 
by the roadside on the Nation’s most important highways, affecting 
thousands of businessmen and establishing a pattern for years to 
come. 

What those effects could be is quite apparent from what has already 
happened on toll roads. The small-business man—the gasoline de¢ ler, 
the restaurant operator, the motel keeper, and dozens of others— 
could be crowded off the highway. From those who would gain a 
foothold on the newly loe ated road, the State or pseudopublic State 
agency, could exact near ruinous royalties as the price of doing 
business. The public also could lose its traditional right of choice 
to purchase the product it wants at competitive prices. 

If there is no concern for the small-business men who will be de- 
prived of the rights to compete on these controlled highways and 
access roads, nals there should be some consideration for the con- 
sumer who is forced to use the monopoly service stations facilities 
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thereon. As to this feature we do not have t TUueSS as I Wii ' 
hap pen. ‘There Is anip le evide ‘nce from what is uireaady hap peri 
on existing toll roads. A study revealed that on the same day the 
price of gasoline on the approaches to the Pe Vivaliia burt pike 
east of Pittsburgh averaged 25.9 cents per gation, con pared with 
27.9 cents on the turnpike itself. West of Pittsburgh the diffe 
ential was even creater—25.9 cents off the turnpike as cont! sted to 
29 cents to those who purchased from stations on the turnpike 

The sume situation was found to exist on other facilities. While 
the regular grade gasoline was selling for 25.4 cents on the New Jet 
sey Turnpike, prices On d nearby routes ranged aownwal to as low 

21.9 cents per gallon. Some 265 stations on road earby thi 
Merritt Parkway in Connecticut were also earneye at a time when 
the parkw: iV prices were 2O9 cents. Kvery single one of the 26S 
stations posted a price less than the stations on the parkway with the 
low price falling nearly 7 cents under the parkway level. 


If any nthe atailiiie aati ien cia es siasaeias oft « eW highway 
program, I think your committee should carefully consider just what 


is at stake. If the State is going to become the landlord for every 


businessman on the Nation’s major highways, we are taking a b 
step in the general direction of socialism. 
Along with other ungependent petroleum marketers, I feel that 


provision s houl | be Ihe ade } Mn tl ie Hew program wuaranteeing that the 


1cr 


_ A = 


right to compete for a share of highway business will be preserved. 
And thisr ight to compete should he exte nded to all busi 


nessmen, lar 
and small. Guarantees for the free right of competition and pro 
hibitions against consumer gouging should be explicitly spelled out 
in any Federal highway-aid program which promotes or endorses 
controlled highways and access roads. The platitudes voiced by Gen 
eral Clay are of no legal import and have no binding effect. 

May I thank the committee for the privilege of being heard. I am 
confident that considerations as important as I feel these to be will 
receive your careful attention. 

I have here three surveys on gasoline prices which | would like 
put in the record. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, that may be done. 

(The surveys are as follows :) 


to 





TURNPIKE GASOLINE 





PRICES 








NEW JERSEY TURNPIKI 






(Survey of June 1, 1953) 





Price of gasoline (regular grade) on turnpike—25.4 cents per gallon. 
Prices of gasoline (regular grade) at various locations near the turnpike rang 
at eight points are as follows: 
1. Between Elizabeth Traffic Circle and Pulaski Skyway from 21.9 to 25.4 
2. Between Greene Street Circle and Elizabeth Circle from 21.9 to 25.4. 
3. Highway No. 35 from Belmar to Woodbridge from 21.9 to 24.9. 

4. City of Trenton, Calhoon Street and Princeton Avenue 
Circle from 21.9 to mo 


to Brunswick Pike 


5. Route 25 from Bordentown to Woodbridge from 21.9 to 24.9 

6. Route 9 between Toms River and Laurelton Circle from 22.9 to 24.9. 
7. Laurelton Circle to and including Point Pleasant from 21.9 to 24.9. 

8. City of Perth Amboy, Convery Boulevard to entrance 


to Outerbridge from 
21.9 to 24.9. 
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PENNSYLVANIA TURNPIKE 
(Survey of June 2, 1953) 


Price of gasoline (regular grade) on turnpike: East of Pittsburgh 27.9; west 
of Pittsburgh 29. 

Representative cross-section of all major suppliers showed the following price 
ranges: 
Points east of Pittsburgh: 

Route 30 approaching turnpike at Breezewood from 24.9 to 26.5. 

Route 220 approaching turnpike at Bedford from 24.9 to 26.9. 

Route 219 approaching turnpike at Somerset from 27 to 28. 

Route 21/711 approaching turnpike at Donegal, 25.9. 

Route 119 approaching turnpike at New Stanton from 25.9 to 27. 

Route 30 approaching turnpike at Irwin from 24.6 to 27 


Points west of Pittsburgh: 

Route 22 approaching turnpike at Pittsburgh—at Irwin from 25.5 to 27. 

Route 22 approaching turnpike at Wilkinsburg from 25.5 to 29. 

Route 28 approaching turnpike at Chestwick froin 24.5 to 29. 

Route 8 approaching turnpike at Butler from 25.9 to 29. 

Route 19 approaching turnpike at Porterville from 26.9 to 29. 

Route 90 approaching Petersburg, Ohio, at end of turnpike on Ohio side from 
25.3 to 25.9. 

Route 90 approaching turnpike at Ohio line on Pennsylvania side from 26.8 
to 27.9 

Merritt PARKWAY, CONNECTICU! 


(Survey of June 1, 1953) 


Price of gusoline (regular grade) on parkway—29.9 cents per gallon. 
Prices of gasoline (regular grade) on Boston Post Road (U. 8S. 1) at 268 
stations surveyed at Guilford, Branford, East Haven, Nest Haven, West Haven, 
Ornnge, Milford, Stratford, Bridgeport, Fairfield, Norwalk, Darien, Stamford, and 
Greenwich follow below. 
The first figure represents the number of stations and the second figure the 
price per gallon. 
Price per | Price per 
gallon gallon 
(cents) (cents) 
inmadia a a 


23. 
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1 All stations off the parkway posted a price less than the stations on the parkway. 


all of the 30 to 40 stations on the 7-mile stretch of the Berlin Turnpike, which is open to 
competition, posted 21.9. 


Senator Gorr. You have some valid points. I see that you say 
you pay the tax before you collect it from your customer. Do you not 
also pay the tax in some instances when you do not collect it from your 
customer ? 

Mr. Harper. Yes; we do. 
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Senator Gore. In other words, if you have a bad debt you have 
lost not only the gasoline but the taxes you have paid on it? 

Mr. Harper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr. Harper. 

Mr. Harper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. F. R. Sproule, of Northville, M 


STATEMENT OF F. R. SPROULE, OF NORTHVILLE, MICH. 


Mr. Sprovu.e. Senator, I have prepared this statement with great 
care. I have spent a lot of time on it and came all the way from 
Detroit to give it. I think it would be of considerable value. If I had 
known I wasn’t going to be able to give it I could have just mailed it 
in and saved myself a lot of time and expense. Other than that I have 
nothing. I couldn’t summarize it quickly. It wouldn't make much 
sense piecemeal. That will be my statement at 
decision is up to you. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. We will include your statement in the record, Mr. 
Sproule, and I w ill assure you that I will read it carefully. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


the moment. The 


Importance and magnitude of the problem: There is no need to dwell on the 
importance of good highways. We are a nation on wheels, and our roads are 
inadequate. The consensus of opinion based on studies, is that to keep the whole 
economy from slowing down we need to spend $50 billion on highways ove1 
above expected revenue during the next 10 years. 

Reason for inadequate highways: Since 1941 highway-user tax rates have 
gone up about 25 percent, whereas other items, including the cost of building and 
maintaining roads, have doubled. You can’t get a 5-cent cup of coffee anymore, 
and neither can you buy good roads at the 


old rates. It’s as simple as that 
If gas tax and car-license fees (that is, the amount it costs us for the 


of traveling on roads) had gone up along with other costs, the Federal gas tax 
would now be 3 cents instead of 2, the weighted average of State 
instead of 514, and car license fees and truck taxes up in proportio It happens 
that setting these taxes and fees up to their proper level would be enough to 
provide the $50 billion necessary in 10 years. 


And as a matter of fact, such upward adjustment is the 
our highway sickness. 


privilege 


gas taxes, 81% 


» only way of curing 
There is a theory that you don’t have to have realistie 
tax rates, that you can float bonds or otherwise delay the time of payment, and 
let the increased revenue from the increased number of vehicles pay for better 
roads. But an increase in the number of vehicles only generates enoug 


to pay for the burden it creates, and then only if revenue rates are at a proper 
level, Which they are not today. 


h revenue 


The number of vehicles on our roads has almost doubled in the last 10 years, 

and the amount spent on roads has doubled even when figured on the basis 
of a constant dollar so as to eliminate the effect of inflation. Yet 
have adequate roads. Anyone who thinks increased traffic does not impose 
its own terrific burden should consider the fact that it is going to cost $27 
billion to rehabilitate the 37,600-mile Interstate System. That’s $720,000 per 
mile, and the main reason for it is the increased number of vehicles. 
No, gentlemen, it is sad but true. There is only one person who can pay for 
better roads and that is the citizen taxpayer. There is only one way he can 
have good, modern roads and that is to pay for them at rates adjusted to the 
inflation that has raised the cost of other necessities and left the gas tax back at 
the level of the early 1940’s. 

Today, well over 90 percent of highway-user tax and fee revenue is used for 
roads and streets, and the gas tax is just another way of paying for travel 
The average motorist gets 15 miles to the gallon. When he } 
he is just paying one-third of a cent per 


we do not 


ays a cent gas tax, 
mile for the use of the road. Today he 
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pays twice as much as in 1941 to travel a mile by rail, but very little more 
than in 1941 for the use of the highway per mile or per gallon of gas or how- 
ever you want to express it. It is no mystery, therefore, that the road is 
inadequate. We wouldn’t have modern trains either, if the railroads were lim- 
ited to charging the same passenger and freight rates as were in effect 10 or 
15 years ago. 

Cost of better roads to the motorist: Using reliable estimates quoted in the 
Clay committee report and elsewhere, it is not difficult to figure out that a 
$50-billion 10-year program would return approximately $50 billion to motorists 
and truckers in 11 years from the start of the program, in the form of savings 
in vehicle operation costs. There are big bonuses too—savings in time and sav- 
ings in lives, for example. There is no hardship involved, therefore, in asking 
highway users to pay for such a program as the roads are built. In fact, any 
other method of financing is bound to be inflationary, and bound to be the 
equivalent of a subsidy for the trucking industry. 

I will not go into detail here about how the above conclusion is arrived at. But 
a few facts will make it evident to you that it is reasonable. As President Eisen- 
hower has said, the better roads would save motorists about a cent a mile. 
Truckers would save from 1 to 6 cents a mile. Motorists and truckers gladly 
pay such rates, and higher, to travel toll roads today. 

The average motorist travels about 9,000 miles a year, so the 1l-cent saving 
will mean $90 a year to him. Now in traveling 9,000 miles he uses 600 gallons of 
gas. A rise in gas tax of 1 cent per gallon, therefore, costs him only $6 per year, 
an amount that he would gladly pay in 1 day for 400 miles of travel on the 
New Jersey Turnpike. 

It has been established that expressways save the motorist 2 to 4 cents a mile; 
a change from gravel to pavement, 1 cent a mile. Each stop costs about 114 
cents for gas and wear. Elimination of 5 stops going and 5 returning home every 
day would save the motorist $45.62 per year. 

No doubt most of you know about former Commissioner Thomas H. Mac- 
Donald, grand old man of the Bureau, and one of the most respected highway 
engineers in the world. He was not in the habit of indulging in flights of fancy, 
hor making ill-considered offhand statements. He was speaking a literal truth 
proven many times when he said, and I quote: “The public pays for adequate 
highways whether they have them or not; and they pay less if they have good 
highways than if they do not.” 

In traveling a toll road at 1% cents per mile, the motorist is actually paying 
the equivalent of a 22'%-cent-per-gallon gas tax in addition to the Federal and 
State gas taxes, his car license fee, and so forth. Truckers who keep careful rec- 
ords find it pays to avoid parallel free roads and shell out up to 6 cents a mile for 
the use of 4-lane divided controlled-access highways such as are planned for the 
entire Interstate System. Their cost records prove that good roads don’t cost; 
they pay. 

At present the motorist pays a 2-cent Federal gas tax, a weighted average 
5% cents State gas tax, and car license and other fees which amount to the 
equivalent of 2 cents a gallon gas tax. His total for use of the free roads is equal 
to 914 cents a gallon on 600 gallons, or $57 a year. If this were raised $40, to 
$97 a year, and if truck highway-user taxes were raised in proportion, the added 
revenue in 10 years would total the $50 billion we need. 

The raise of $40 per year, or about 75 cents per week, is equivalent to a 
614-cent-per-gallon tax on gasoline. The saving he will get in car operation costs 
is 1 cent per mile, $90 a year, or the equivalent of 15 cents per gallon of gasoline. 
Now, have you ever heard of anyone who would not invest $40 at the rate of 
7 cents a week over a year’s period when he was guaranteed $90 in return? 
Certainly the American people would not pass up this opportunity if only they 
knew about it. How to acquaint them with the facts is the problem, and the 
solution to it is given in this paper later on. 

What should be the role of the Federal Government: The administration plan 
is to rebuild interstate highways entirely at Federal expense by floating bond 
issues and paying off the bonds by use of Federal gas tax receipts, or more 
accurately from general funds equal to the amount it is assumed will be forth- 
coming from the greater part of Federal gas tax receipts from now until 1987. 
This involves a radical departure from the pattern of the past, and whenever 
any such change is made in a longstanding arrangement applying to a com- 
plicated business, it is well to explore the subject thoroughly. 

Populous States will suffer: Over one-half of the Federal gas-tax receipts 
come from nine States—California, New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Texas, Illi- 
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nois, Michigan, New Jersey, and Indiana. But these 
one-third the total mileage of interstate highways 
each State was required to match Federal funds it 
plan, people in Michigan, New York, Illinois, et ceter: 
that they are paying for 4-lane divided limited access 

Balance of transportation costs upset: It is propos 
state System without any rise in the Federal gas-tax rat 
up only 3314 percent since 1941, whereas other costs h: 
the chief costs of doing business, for the truckers, is the 
pay for the use of the roads. If the Federal gas-tax rate rem: 
as at present, the truckers are given an advantage over the 
competitors who have to pay costs that have risen naturall) r the yea! 

But that is not all. The new roads will be up to the standard of the preset 
toll roads, where truckers are willing to pay as high us 6 cents 
extra because of the savings in time and operating costs. Thus, the 
will be saving money over their present costs—in effect, traveling toll roads with 
no toll. It is predicted that trucks will multiply in number and that the railroads 
may be put in such a poor competitive position that the Government would have 
to take them over. 

The motorist pays too much: It is well known that, while it is the 
best way of levying a highway toll, the gus tax does not fairly allocate costs 
between the trucker and the motorist. This is the reason the States 
high registration fees (usually several hundred dollars pet 
trucks) and levy other taxes such as the ton-mile tax specifically rucks 
in addition to the State gas tax. (Most engineers believe that even so the 
truckers as a rule are not paying their fair share. So the $27 billion rebuilding 
of the Interstate System under the administration plan wi 
another advantage—this time over the passenger-car ownel 

Inequities compounded: Both of the last two inequities out 
compounded due to the fact that the Interstate Highways 
to a far greater extent than other portions of our road-al 
other words, they are getting two breaks, and on the very 

Paying twice for roads: Under the administration plan, 
by the Federal Government for highways (toll or free) 
which they have brought up to standard, or will in fut 
The State will use the money it gets for such roads to 
State. 

In the case of a toll road—this has cost the State nothing, 
for at tremendous cost by tolls from users. ‘The situat 
motorist will be traveling one of the new free roads bui 
for a part of his trip, and then will be forced to pay 1 to 2 « 
to 15 to 30 cents per gallon of gas) extra to complete his jou 
in New York and New Jersey will begin to ask why he has to p 
tolls in addition to all the usual highway-user taxes when 
Missouri and California travels on roads equally as good withou 
Will he not be justified in saying that he is paying twice, o1 
to travel the toll sections? 

It is possible, too, that the States will immediately build 
feasible. It costs the State nothing, and will bring in ext: 
Federal Government for roadbuilding. (While the motoris 
road he is paying, in addition to the toll, the State and Feder: 
go toward the construction and maintenance of the NStaie’s fre 
another reason for the States looking with favor on the construc 
roads. ) 

It is further possible that the States will build toll roads where only yp: 
feasible. For example, suppose a study shows that bonds can be sold for $100 
million to build a toll road, two-thirds of the amount of the bonds to be paid for 
from tolls, the other one-third from State funds. ‘The State might then get S100 
inillion from the Federal Government for roadbuilding, and have to pay only one 
third of it for the toll road. In fact, it seems hard to tell where this principle 
of repayment may end. Suppose a State has roads which are almost up to 
standard, while a neighboring State has a very poor system. Should the first 
State receive credit for its effort? 

Perhaps all that is needed to bring a highway in question up to standard is 
to build overpasses and control access. Yet, under the administration plan, 
would it be fair not to pay a State for its past commendable effort and expense 
in bringing its roads up to, or nearly up to the standard which the Federal 


per l it 


truckers 


all-around 


charge 


i 


perhaps three 


tion of mol 
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Government proposes to pay for out of its own funds in all States, good and bad 
alike? 

These are points that have occurred to the writer. Doubtless other difficulties 
will arise as time goes on, because when you begin to tamper with the tried- 
and-true system of Federal-State participation in a business as complicated as 
American highways, there are many pitfalls. (Some motorists use the Inter- 
state System seldom or not at all. Yet they pay Federal gas tax, and under the 
administration plan the greater part of this tax for 30 years will go to pay only 
for the interstate highways. For example, the writer drives 60 miles daily, 
15,000 miles a year, to and from work, and not a mile of it on the Interstate 
System. Yet with the Federal gas tax at 2 cents per gallon he would be paying 
$20 per year toward the construction of a splendid system of truckways. ) 

In the past the States have had to match Federal funds 50—50, or at least 
40-60, and things have run very smoothly. Inequities such as the above did not 
appear. The justification for changing this system lies in the fact that the 
Interstate System is necessary to national defense and the public welfare. But 
there are many things essential to national defense and public welfare—rail- 
roads, waterworks, automobile plants that can be converted to build tanks, air- 
plane factories, et cetera. Nevertheless, in peacetime it is the users of these 
facilities and products who have to pay, not the Federal Government. 

Bonanza for highway users: About 15 percent of all traffic is on the Interstate 
System. Traffic in the year 1965 is estimated at 814 billion vehicle-miles. It is 
also estimated that the moterist will save 1 cent per mile in travel cost on the 
new highways. The trucker will probably save on an average 3 cents per mile 
over present costs. 

In the year 1965, therefore, we can visualize trucks putting on 37 billion vehicle- 
miles and motorists 85 billion vehicle-miles on the completed new Interstate 
System. The savings over present costs would be 37 billion times $0.03, or $1.1 
billion per year for the trucks and 85 billion times $0.01, or $0.85 billion for 
motorists, for a total saving of about $2 billion per year. The States will be 
responsible for maintenance of these roads, and this cost, as the years go by, will 
be tremendous. 

The trucker and the motorist will go on paying Federal gas tax at the same old 
rate, which means that their cost per mile for the use of the roads will be the 
same as at present. Proceeds of the greater part of the Federal gas tax will be 
tied up until 1987 to pay off the principal and interest on the bonds. There will 
be no funds for expansion until 1°87. State highway needs will be growing, 
with only small Federal funds to help. 

Highways are not static, like buildings. They constantly grow, expand, change 
along with shifts in population and industry. In the past, engineers have con- 
sistently underestimated and miscalculated the needs of the future. The future 
is uncertain and nobody knows what may happen by 1987. It is possible that 
before that time we will have perfected helicopters and will have little use for 
a vast highway system still unpaid for. 

If the whole cost cannot be paid by this generation—when allowed the high- 
ways to deteriorate so badly—surely with payrolls and the stock market at all- 
time highs, surely, in this time of peace we can afford to pay at least a part of 
the cost by raising the Federal gas tax and devoting all proceeds of this tax— 
or an equal amount from the Treasury—to highways. In addition, if the new 
Interstate System is to be built entirely with Federal funds, perhaps trucks 
could be required to purchase a windshield sticker giving them the right to use 
these highways. Every mile that is improved will save money for the trucker 
and the motorist. Shouldn’t he pay for an improvement that saves him not only 
money, but time—and possibly his life? 

Or, if it is judged the user just can’t be made to pay until he sees a completed 
road ready for his use, couldn’t we float bonds for the first few years, and then 
raise the gas tax on a graduated scale so that by 1965 users would be paying 
their proper share of the load? It will be more difficult than now, in 1965, to 
raise highway tax rates, in the writer’s opinion, because many people will say, 
“We've got good roads. Why pay more?’ Therefore, provisions should be made 
to raise revenue rates now while the spur of grossly inadequate highways is 
biting into the user’s flanks. 

In the writer’s opinion it would be wise to proceed under the same Federal- 
State partnership arrangement that has worked so well for so long; that the 
Federal gas tax should be raised to conform with the general rise of costs since 
1941, which would mean it should be 3 cents per gallon instead of the current 
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2 cent tax. All of the money brought in by this tax, or if you like an equal amount 
from general funds, should be pledged to highways for a 10-year period. It is 
obvious that if this is not done, the States cannot make 10-year plans with any 
degree of certainty. 

The Federal Government has for many years been advising the States not 
to divert gas tax money. In fact one of the conditions upon which the Federal 
Government agrees to extend highway aid money is that the States receiving 
it shall not divert State gas tax money beyond a certain limit having to do with 
the amount that was being diverted when the law was passed. It is high time the 
Federal Government started taking its own advice and living up to the rule it 
imposes on the States. 

I am well aware that legally the Federal gas tax has no relation to Federal 
aid. But let’s be realistic. Let’s give the States a chance to make long-range 
plans. In 1954 an approach was made to realistic Federal aid. For a 2-year 
period the amount of Federal aid was pegged at approximately the amount of 
Federal gas tax revenue for 2 years. But 2 vears isn’t enough. The States want 
to know that a new administration or a new Congress 2 or 4 years from now will 
not take off on a new track and knock the bottom out from unde 
plans. 

To sum up: The Federal Government must do these things to put its own high 
way house in order: 

(1) Raise the Federal gas tax to 8 cents per gallon. 

(2) Guarantee to the States that for a 10-year period an amount equal to the 
revenue from the Federal gas tax will be available for roads. 

How to get the States to cooperate: The bulk of the $50 billion needed for 
improvement must come from the States. A few States have already come far 
along the way to highway adequacy. They have made studies in cooperation 
with the Bureau of Public Roads and an outside agency. They have drawn up 
plans and costs. They have obtained the understanding and cooperation of the 
State legislatures and the people. And they have been able to pass laws straight 
ening out their position and bringing in more money. 

Experience has shown that the highway user will buy better roads if a s: d 
plan for specific improvements is explained to him. Many of the States have 
already made studies, which need only be brought up to date. A program of 
studies plus pamphlets will be needed in each State to get the plain facts of high 
Way needs and finance to the public. Each purchaser of license plates should 
be given a well-illustrated pamphlet, written in nontechnical language, which 
explains what is being done with the tax money and how even more can be done 
Once a studies-plus-pamphlets plan gets its message over, motorists will demand, 
and pay for, more adequate roads. 

A comprehensive study must cover both the present and the long-range views of 
the traffic situation. It needs to point out exactly what improvements will be 
made, and when. Furthermore, each study must be clearly applicable to the 
special requirements and codes of the particular State involved; and it must 
recommend, when necessary, changes in the law in order to eliminate waste, 
inefficiency, and injustices to any class of highway user. 
fidence in the plan, as well as in its execution. 

A few States have already adopted a studies-plus-pamphlet plan. In Mary- 
land, for example, the results of a statewide study were outlined effectively in a 
pamphlet full of graphs and photographs, as easy to read as the Sunday sup 
plement of your favorite newspaper. Distribution was widespread. Highway 
engineers, who had been resigned to the conviction that people just won't pay 
for better roads, were amazed when the full 12-year program recommended was 
given overwhelming approval at the polls. Where the States have gone ahead 
boldly and wisely, there has been no lack of public support. 

But, on the whole, the States, because of lack of direction and public apathy, 
have been slow in making progress. There has been a recognized need for the 
Federal Government to lend a hand to road planning and financing, to coordinate 
an overall plan. 

The mere allocation of funds to the States is not enough in the face of the need 
for some uniformity in future planning and building. Since the public is paying 
both the States and the Federal Government for roads, both directly through 
taxes and indirectly through costs passed on to consumers of goods hauled by 
truck, it is not too much to ask that the Federal Government be judicious in 
its allocation of funds so that the money may be used to get public sentiment 
and State action behind a movement for better roads. 

The billion-dollar highway industry is no different from any other big business 


their 10-year 


The people have con 
























































































































































































































































532 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


in that it must adjust to the times. And if it is to stay healthy, it must remain 
in the good graces of those who put up the money and use the product; and 
above all must keep them well informed of what is going on. 

Behind the lack of money for adequate roads is the public’s lack of faith and 
understanding. This can be surmounted most easily by letting the people in on 
What it takes to get good roads and then letting them decide whether they 
Want to pay for them and have them, or, as at present, pay for them and not 
have them. As has been the case in the past, when the people learn the facts, 
they will want and will finance the better highways they need. 

California is an example of the fact that people will pay for better roads. 
Since 1946 the State gas tax has been doubled, mainly because the people were 
informed of the fact that it is cheaper to pay a gas tax than the congestion tax. 

The layman’s pamphlet report of the State studies should be drawn up by 
public-relations experts, since few if any highway engineers can write a report 
both interesting and understandable to the average vehicle owner. Another re- 
port should go to the State legislature, giving all information and recommenda- 
tions necessary to the formation of suitable legislation, including measures to 
replace outmoded or inefficient highway laws, organization, and precedure. 

The layman’s report should contain the following general information, in 
addition to particulars: 

(1) We cannot build good roads when highway-user tax rates are as obsolete 
as a 5-cent cup of coffee. 

(2) It is proposed that the Federal gas tax be raised to 3 cents to cover in- 
creased Federal-aid money. 

(3) Under this program diversion, if any, will be stopped. All roads are toll 
roads and the gas tax is in effect just a road toll, paid without the inconvenience 
of having to stop at a gate to pay. 

(4) The cost to you is not great—75 cents a week for the average motorist. 
Compare to the cost of driving on toll roads. 

(5) This cost, and more, will be returned to you in car operation savings— 
plus savings in time, lives, car insurance, hospital bills, et cetera. 

(G6) There are only two ways to pay for these roads—pay-as-you-go, costing 
you as set forth above, or bond issues or money from general funds already 
overtaxed, and costing you eventually over 144 times as much. And you are 
the one, if any, who will pay, regardless of what plan is followed—there isn’t 
anybody else to pay. 

(7) The study is the joint effort of the State, the Bureau of Public Roads, and 
an outside engineering organization of high repute. You can have confidence in 
the program. 

It is important too that the planners make available to the public a list of 
improvements or a map showing what roads and streets will be improved, how 
improved, and when. 

The Federal Government therefore must take the following steps to insure 
State action: 

(1) As a condition upon which Federal aid is extended, the State must have 
a study made or brought up to date in cooperation with the Bureau of Public 
Roads and an outside organization of recognized ability. 

(2) As a further condition for receiving Federal aid, the results of the study 
must be put up by public-relations experts in a layman’s pamphlet and given to 
each vehicle owner when he gets his license plates. 

These conditions are really only an extension of the present planning require- 
ment. They are no more restrictive or objectionable than similar conditions 
already in effect. They do not force the States to do anything. They merely 
state two very reasonable and businesslike conditions under which the Federal 
Government agrees to put its money into the pot. 

No prudent business manager would agree to put corporate money into an 
enterprise that had no proper plans for the future, did not know what its needs 
are, and whose stockholders had no way of finding out what was going on. 
Certainly such a business manager would have no right to tell the managers of 
the enterprise what to do. But he would have the right, and in fact the duty— 
to his principals—to lay down reasonable conditions under which he would be 
willing to go into partnership. 

The Federal Government already lays down the following conditions for the 
receipt of Federal aid by the States: 

The State must match funds. 

The State must conduct business involving Federal funds in an honest manner. 
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The State must not divert its highway-user revenue beyond certain limits 
I think this is more of an interference in State affairs than either of the new 
conditions advocated above. 

The State must comply with Federal standards of construction on all projects 
where Federal money is involved. That is, the roads must be built to standards 
prescribed by the Bureau of Public Roads, 

The State must use 14% percent of the Federal aid, matched by an equal 
amount of State money, for planning and programing 

The first of the new conditions merely extends the present planning require 
ment to include a long-range study of needs and costs, without which, today, no 
planning program is worthy of the name. The money will be available, because 
when the amount of Federal aid is increased the 144 percent used for planning 
will also go up. 

The second of the new conditions may not appeal to you as being so logical 
and easily accepted as the first. But please consider this: the money you are 
giving back to the States as Federal aid comes from the pockets of every Amer 
ican who ever drives into a gas station. This American is the owner of the 
roads—he paid for every mile of them, and they are his. Now, do you think you 
are justified in investing his money in an enterprise, which he also owns, and 
which is in a bad way, and whose managers don’t know exactly what it needs to 
put it on its feet? Or, if they do know, they have never told this owner, 
Mr. American, about it in language he could be expected to understand 

The declared intent and purpose of all the conditions which the Federa 
Government imposes upon recipients of highway aid is to protect the tax} 


avers 
money and see that it is put to good use. The American taxpayer and highway 
user today is the forgotten man. He stands aloof and apart, wondering what 
itis allabout. In many States he has no way of finding out. He won't cooperate 
because he doesn’t know the facts, 

Now, surely it is reasonable and proper for Congress to go at 
To insist that the taxpayer-owner and his representatives in the State legislature 
be informed as to the facts that apply to all highways where Federal m 
is being spent, thus allowing him to intelligently make up’his mind, and to 
understand what it is that you propose to do with his money If yi 
only that far, on very safe ground, I would guess that the States would Ix 
forced to do the same for the roads and streets where Federal money is not 
involved. 

In fact, it would be surprising if information on the whole highway situation 
were not included in the same pamphlet as would be required for the Federal-aid 
part of the highway system in the State involved. Many of the States already 
have the necessary data, ready to be translated into layman’s language. High- 
ways are important to everyone, and once he starts getting information he can 
understand, once he finds he can understand, the citizen will demand full 
knowledge and accounting. 

And, as past experience has proved, once he knows the facts he will demand 
and pay for adequate roads. In fact he would have to be singularly lacking in 
common sense if he didn’t approve of a proposition that pays instead of costing 
As for me, I will go along with Thomas Jefferson and Abraham Lincoln in 
believing that if the American people are informed they will make wise decisions 

I do know from personal experience that the American people are woefully 
ignorant about highways, but I also know that they are not by any means dumb. 
And I think you will all go along with me on that last, if only for the reason 
that they picked you gentlemen to be their representatives 

I want to make one more recommendation. Don’t take a chance on inflation 
ruining your highway plans, as it has wrecked sound statewide plans in the past 
The history is this: the study is made and the gas tax, et cetera, raised enough 
to bring adequate roads in 10 years. Five years go by. It is a period of 
inflation. It now costs 1% times as much to build a mile of road as it did when 
the plans were drawn up. The plan falls far short of expectations. 

Peg the Federal gas tax to the general cost index, or to pay rates, or to the 
cost of building and maintaining roads. Advise the State planners to do likewise 
In this way, it doesn’t matter how the economy goes, the 10-year plan will go 
through. Otherwise, if there is inflation, the roads will not be built. If there is 
deflation, or if new processes or materials lower costs, there will be too much 
burden on the taxpayer and too much money for roads. 

For a 10-year program of such magnitude as we are considering, I don’t know 
whether it would be wise to tie the gas tax to roadbuilding costs alone. In such 
a program every contractor, materials supplier, and equipment producer will be 
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hard put to keep up. When these fellows get so much work, prices usually go 
up. It might be wiser to have a 15-year program. 

Federal legislation necessary: In conclusion, let me restate the measures 
which Congress should enact in order to get this highway program under way : 

(1) Raise the Federal gas tax from the present 2 cents to 3 cents per gallon, 
with the provision that it be held at 3 cents for the next 10 years. 

(2) Provide that for a period of 10 years, the Federal Government will make 
available as Federal highway aid, yearly amounts equal to the amounts collected 
the previous year by means of the Federal gas tax. 

(3) Provide for yearly adjustment of the Federal gas tax so that it follows 
the trend of inflation and deflation, adjustments to be made to the nearest 
one-half cent per gallon. Adjustments to be based on fluctuations in the average 
income or the cost of highway construction (as tabulated by the Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads) whichever is lower. For example, if in the first year the average 
income of American wage earners went up 10 percent and the cost of building 
roads 15 percent, the gas tax adjustment would be 10 percent, or 0.3 cent. 
Since the nearest % cent would be 3%, the gas tax would go up to 3% cents 
for the next year. 

(4) Provide that $1,100 million Federal aid per year will be available for 15 
years, for the reconstruction of the Interstate Highway System, matched by 
State funds in the proportion 60 percent Federal, 40 percent State. This money 
(approximately $27 billion in all) to be spent in essentially the same manner as 
outlined in the Clay committee report to President Eisenhower for rebuilding 
the Interstate System, but on a pay-as-you-go 15-year basis instead of a deficit- 
financed 10-year plan. Priority shall be given to those parts of the Interstate 
System in and around cities, so that adequate evacuation routes will speedily 
be provided. 

A part of the $27 billion total to be spent in 15 years shall be used to retire 
outstanding bonds on toll roads now in operation or in process of being built, 
provided such toll roads can be used as part of the new Interstate System, and 
provided they are built to the standards required. ‘Such toll roads then to be 
operated as toll-free sections of the new Interstate System. 

The Interstate System cannot be part toll and part free, and since it is evident 
the greater part must be toll-free, no payment shall be made from Federal funds 
for toll roads to be built in future. The general requirements and procedure for 
purchase of toll roads recommended by the Clay committee shall be followed 
except that funds under this plan are of course 60 percent Federal and 40 percent 
State instead of practically all Federal. These toll roads have cost the State 
nothing, and the State must share in their purchase. 

(5) Federal highway aid available over and above the $1.1 billion for inter- 
state highways to be distributed among the States as at present, on a 50-50 
matching basis. (It is estimated that a 3-cent gas tax would bring in approxi- 
mately $1.5 billion now and in the neighborhood of $2 billion per year 10 years 
hence. ) 

(6) Enlarge upon the established planning procedure now required of States 
as a condition upon which Federal aid is extended : 

(a) As a condition upon which Federal aid is granted, 144 percent of the 
Federal funds plus an equal sum from the State shall be used for planning 
and programing, as at present. 

(b) The enlarged Federal aid will provide more funds for planning. As a 
condition upon which Federal aid is granted, therefore, the State and the 
Bureau of Public Roads shall choose a mutually satisfactory outside engineer- 
ing firm to cooperate with them in making, or bringing up to date, a thorough 
study of all roads and streets in the State. The report on this study shall be 
presented to the State legislature, and shall include: 

(1) Details of needs. 

(2) Cost of bringing roads and streets to adequate standards. 

(3) Changes in laws, organization, and administration necessary for efficiency. 

(4) Alternate plans for financing the necessary improvements so that in a 
10- to 15-year period all roads and streets can be made adequate for the traffic 
then expected. 

(5) The cost of not having these better roads (pointing out that this is 
greater than the cost of having them). 

(6) List, or map showing what roads are to be improved, how improved, and 
when. 
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The $50 billion figure which is being used as the amount needed for improve- 
ments nationwide is an educated guestimate. By following the above procedure 
we would find out definitely what are the actual needs and costs 

(c) As a further condition under which Federal aid is granted, the State 
and the Bureau of Public Roads shall choose a mutually satisfactory advertis- 
ing or public-reiations firm to prepare a pamphlet outlining the results of the 
study in layman’s language (as was so successfully done in Maryland), a copy 
of this pamphlet to be given each vehicle owner when he buys his vehicle license 
plates or renewal. The cost of producing and distributing this pamphlet shall 
be divided equally between the State and the Bureau of Public Roads, and the 
cost shall be paid from planning and programing funds insofar as these are 
available. At $1 each, the pamphlets would cost about $60 million nationwide, 
or about 1 percent of the total spent on roads and streets in 1954. This is a 
small price to pay for getting the facts, for the first time, to the owners of our 
highways. 

These are very simple and straightforward steps which are not at all unusual 
or revolutionary. At first glance it may appear that they could not have the 
effect of precipitating a nationwide $50 billion highway improvement program. 
But if you will stop to consider them you will find that they lead by an inevitable 
chain of reactions to that very end, and quickly. 

I want to thank you for the privilege of submitting this testimony, and to 
say that I will be only too glad to support any of the statements made verbally 
or in writing by reference to reliable sources, chiefly the printed statistics of the 
Bureau of Public Roads, and by simple arithmetic calculations from such pub- 
lished data. 


Senator Gorr. We will include in the record at this point a state- 
ment received. The committee will be adjourned until Tuesday 
morning at 10: 45 o’clock. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
March 18, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
‘hairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Drarg SENATOR; Enclosed herewith a letter which I have received from my good 
friend, Jim O’Brien, of Miami, together with a proposal for basic legislation to 
enable a very urgent program of national highway systems. 

This matter is being forwarded for the attention and consideration of your 
committee, and your advices and comments to be forwarded to him, will be 
appreciated. 

Thanking you and with kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE SMATHERS, U. S. 8S. 


A. M. Kipper & Co., 
Viami, Fla., March 14, 1955. 
Hon. GEoRGE SMATHERS, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DreAR GEORGE: Enclosed is a proposal for basic legislation to enable a very 
urgent program of national highway systems to get under way. 
I am presenting it for your consideration, and if found worthy, I would appre- 
ciate it if you would submit it to the appropriate Senate committee. 
Kindest regards, 
F. X. JAMEs O’BRIEN. 


Gentlemen, it is proposed that Congress be presented with a plan, for con- 
sideration and enactment into law, which would establish and maintain a 
National Highway System Authority to provide for the present and future com- 
mercial, travel and military highway needs of this Nation. It is suggested 
that the law embody the following essentials: 

(1) Administrative—An Authority of three members appointed by the Presi- 
dent of the United States to carry out the administration and implementation 
of the national highway plans. The Under Secretaries of Commerce and Defense 
to be consultant members of the 5-man board to sit weekly or oftener to act 
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as a policy board in conjunction with the 3 appointed members. The Chairman 
of the National Highway System Authority to be 1 of the 3 appointed members. 
In each State and Territory, a 3-man State or Territory National Highway 
System Commission to be appointed by the governors of the various States or 
Territories consisting of (whenever and wherever practical) (1) an engineer; 
(2) an automobile dealer; (8) a farmer (all residents of the State or Terri- 
tory); or men adequately qualified, but no 2 from the same field of endeavor. 
This mission to administer and implement the programs approved by the National 
Highway System Authority—the commission members to be authorized and 
expected to suggest and recommend plans and programs involving their State 
or Territory which will assist the National Highway System Authority in accom- 
plishing their overall mission. 

Where their interest is involved, each county and city within the State will 
be expected to designate a liason representative to offer plans and suggestions 
to, and work with, the National Highway System Commission. 

The National Highway System Authority to have the power to appoint regional 
directors to expedite the funneling of plans, programs, and suggestions from the 
various commissions into the National Highway System Authority and to assist 
the various commissions in carrying out the National Highway System Authority’s 
approved plans and programs. 

A roving inspection and audit board to be established and maintained by the 
National Highway System Authority to assure specific performance of contracts 
and economy of operations. 

(2) Financing.—The Federal Government should appropriate approximately 
$500 million to be used as a revolving fund to assist in the first steps of unit 
(State) financing of the National Highway System—all funds to be used on 
a strictly loan basis until appropriate permanent financing can be approved, 
underwritten and sold. 

The director of this fund to be appointed by the President, and approved by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, and to be consulting member of the National High- 
way System Authority but without authority to vote. 

All State and Territory projects should be jointly financed by tax-exempt 
securities by the National Government and State governments on a pay-as-you-go 
basis. 

Bonded indebtedness should be supported by (1) toll: (2) concessions; (3) 
tax on gas and oil or other fuel purchased on the system; (4) where it has 
been decided by the National Highway System Authority that for military 
necessity a plan or program in a particular area should be implemented but 
not of urgent need for commercial or travel requirements, the National Govern- 
ment should underwrite the project and charge it to the national defense 
appropriations. 

(3) Specifications and requirements.—Each National Highway System Com- 
mission should, with the approval of the National Highway System Authority, 
set forth specific specifications and requirements for all projects within its area 
and demand rigid enforcement of same. 

All State contracts for construction, concessions, ete., should be let to entre- 
preneurs within the specific State where the project is to be built (wherever 
and whenever possible). In large States where feasible, the contracts should 
be let to area bidders. 

All projects should be properly publicized and bid for by sealed bids, The 
right of property condemnation should be embodied in the law. 

(4) Sarlaries and compensations.—The Congress of the United States should 
set the salaries and wage scale of the Federal appointees and employees. 

State and Territorial appointees and employees should be determined by the 
respective State or Territory but appointees’ salaries should not exceed the 
national appointees. 

(5) Objectives.—Trafiic situation in the United States has become an extremely 
important problem—new road and highway construction has lagged so far behind 
other lines of progress during the past 10 years that the general welfare has 
suffered great losses; (1) in lives due to accidents; (2) in time due to traffic 
congestions; (3) in money due to accidents and higher insurance rates. 

The National Highway System Authority should, within 30 days after being 
established, announce the plan and program for the objectives in rough. At 
the end of 90 days some specific near term plans and within 1 year, a well 
rounded out comprehensive plan for objectives to be implemented over the 
next 3 to 5 years. The mission of the National Highway System Authority will 
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not in any sense of the word relieve the city traffic congestion but it will do its 
part to ease some of it by routing through trailic way from the highly congested 
areas—and it should give impetus to the cities and highly congested urban areas 
to take appropriate steps to modernize their traffic routes and to improve traffic 
discipline. 

Skyways, tunnels, and one-way streets should be in every city’s improvement 
plans for today. 

Parking garages and parking areas are of private concern, but where the 
individual entrepreneur fails to keep ahead of his city to town’s growth and 


progress, the municipal government should not neglect to incorporate such proj 
ects in their planning (only if to prod private entrepreneurs into taking positive 


action). 


(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10: 45 a.m. Tuesday, March 22, 1955.) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 1955 


UNrrep STares SENATE, 
Com™:trrrE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, ra an RS 

The subcommittee met at 10:50 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore (presiding), Symington, Thurmond, Me 
Namara, Case, and Bush. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is pleased indeed to have before it the Honorable 
George Humphrey, Secretary of the Treasury, and Mr. Burgess, also 
of the Treasury Department. 

You have a prepared statement, I take it / 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE M. HUMPHREY, SECRETARY OF THE 
TREASURY, ACCOMPANIED BY HON. W. RANDOLPH BURGECS, 
UNDER SECRETARY FOR MONETARY AFFAIRS 


Secretary Humpnrey. I have; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Will you proceed ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. Mr. Chairman, [ am glad to have the oppor 
tunity to participate in your discussion of the President's highway pro- 
gram, with particular reference to the financial aspects of S. 1160. 

We are all agreed on the need for an expanded highway program. 
The question is how best to finance it. 

The plan embodied in S. 1160 of setting up a self-sustaining Gov 
ernment Corporation to handle the expanded highway program has 
been carefully designed to serve the ieee ne objectives : 

1. To get the road program underway with the speed required by 
the rapic¢ ly growing volume of automobile traffic. 

2. To produce promptly an adequate interstate network more ef- 
fectively than can be done by dependence on programs of the separate 
States. , 

3. To tie firmly together the expenditures on roads and the income 
which can reasonably be drawn from the users of the roads, so that 
the operation is self-sustaining. 

4. To finance this road program with taxable securities rather than 
tax-exempt securities ; this is an important objective, sinee the growing 
volume of tax-exempt securities for roads involves a serious loss of 
revenue to the Treasury. 

5. To hold down further increases in the mounting levels of Gov- - 
ernment obligations payable out of general revenues. 
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The evidence that has already been presented to your committee, I 
am sure, has convinced all of us of the urgent need for building high- 
ways more rapidly. To do so will result in a substantial economic 
gain to the American people in terms of time saving through more 
rapid movement of traflic, greater efficiency through more prompt de- 
livery, the reduction of the accident toll, and lower costs on the up- 
keep of vehicles. These are all matters difficult to measure, but all of 
them are important. 

In suggesting this program, the administration has clearly in mind 
the advantages to the whole country of an expanded road program 
which will employ more people, and add to the country’s rate of 
economic growth. Such a road program will encourage the con- 
tinued developme nt of the automobile industry and the construction 
industry; in fact, all our citizens will be better off as benefits of the 
program run through the entire economy. 

The Treasury has given particular study to the financing of the 
proposed highway program and its relationship to the F ederal budget. 
I would be the last man to advocate a program that simply added to 
our Federal budget and the charge on general Federal revenues. We 
must think in terms of cutting back the volume of Federal expendi- 
tures, and I have repeatedly stated that I think this can be done and 
that the load of general taxes, which weighs so heavily on the econ- 
omy, can be decreased over a period of years. One of the reasons I 
am in favor of the road program is that it does not interfere with the 
long-term objectives of reducing general Federal expenditures and 
reducing general taxes. 

Let me say also that no one could have a higher regard than I have 
for the views of Senator Byrd. I have been in agreement with him 
on the major principles of sound Federal Government finance. I 
have read with care his impressive statement last Friday before the 
committee, It raises important questions of principle as well as ques- 
tions of administrative practice and Government accounting. 

[ believe the principles involved in this bill are sound. My reasons 
are simple. There are real earning assets here—new highways vital 
to the future of our Nation. If the program could be paid for com- 
pletely by tolls, there would be no question about its financial sound- 
ness. But “tolls” can be measured in a great many ways. You can 
base them on nilenine traveled. You can levy a charge based on the 
weight of the vehicle, the number of passengers, or “the number of 
axles. Or, you can carry that one step further and measure your tolls 
by consumption of motor vehicle fuel. This is a practical way of 
doing it. 

There is no doubt in my mind that this program should be handled 
on as close to a pay-as-you-go basis as possible. I would not object, 
therefore, if the Congress sees fit to increase the Federal gasoline tax 
in order to finance this program. 

If it cannot be on a pay-as-you-go basis and borrowing is necessary, 
then that borrowing should not involve a pledge of the general rev- 
enues of the United States Government. It should -ather rely upon 
specific user taxes, in the last analysis, for servicing the bonds and 
for their security. 

Now as to details of administration and accounting—the Board of 
Directors of the Highway Corporation would have the authority nec- 
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essary to assure flexibility in handling the program in the future. We 
don’t know enough about the future to spell out all the details now. I 
hope your committee will examine with care questions of accounting 
and budgetary supervision. 

It may cost somewhat more to issue the bonds through the Cor- 
poration rather than by the use of public debt obligations. I think it 
is worth it. It provides a semiautomatic way of paying off the debt 
thus incurred over specific periods. If they carry a higher rate, that 
very fact may give them wider distribution of ownership by real 
investors and require less use of bank credit. 

It is a wholesome thing to have debt limits set by the Congress. It 
provides a standard in our fiscal policy for everybody to think about 
and respect. It is wise for the highway program to have a debt limit, 
too, aad one is provided for in the bill. 

There is one further point on this program that is very important, 
and that is its inflationary potential. If the Congress and the admin- 
istration were to stop suddenly right now in their drive toward a lower 
level of budget expenditures, then I would say that to pile this high- 
way program on top of it might be inflationary. As I mentioned be- 
fore, however, we are firmly committed to further reducing Govern- 
ment expenditures and working toward a less oppressive tax system. 
As we succeed in cutting expenditures, a highway program like this 
“an, I believe, be handled without inflationary effects. 

I should also like to call your attention to the fact that the bill pro- 
vides that the Secretary of the Treasury is responsible for the super- 
vision of the borrowing program and all borrowing requires his con- 
sent. In this way the | borrowing of money can be harmonized with 
Government fiscal, monetary, and debt man: igement policy. Within 
limits, the timing of the borrow’ ing can be subject to control and ad- 
justed to varying conditions in the economic life of the country. Thus 
provision is made for keeping any possible inflationary effects of the 
program under better control. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for your statement. 

I will have a few questions and then other members of the sub- 
committee, I am sure, will have some questions. 

On page 1 of your statement you refer to this as a “self-sustaining 
Government corporation.” I do not quite understand the meaning in 
which you use the term “self-sustaining,” since under S. 1160 the reve- 
nue to retire the bonds of this corpor ation would come from appropria- 
tions from the Treasury, and it is without assets or other income. 

Secretary Humpnrey. I suppose the word “liquidating” would be 
better than “sustaining.” 

Senator Gore. Then how would it be self-liquidating ? 

Secretary Humpurey. The pledge of the gasoline taxes to the pay- 
ment of these bonds will liquidate these bonds. 

Senator Gorr. That is more than a pledge; it is an outright appro- 
priation from the Treasury of the United States enacted by Congress. 

Secretary Humpnurey. That is the same thing, is it not? As long 
as you have a pledge by an appropriate authority, whatever the appro- 
priate authority may be, of monies coming in in a sufficient amount to 
‘liquidate the obligations to be paid off, you have a self-liquidating 
operation. 
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Senator Gore. I do not know what you mean by “self-liquidating,” 
Mr. Secretary. There is nothing that this corporation does that 
brings in any revenue to liquidate itself. It is not a self-action which 
would liquidate the obligations of the corporation, as I understand 
the bill; it is rather an act of the Congress in appropriating the money 
out of the Treasury of the United States. How is that self-liqui- 
dating ? 

Secretary Humpurey. This is more than that. This provides for 
the dedication of certain revenues to certain purposes. 

Senator Gore. How are they dedicated ? 

Secretary Humpurey. They are dedicated by an act of Congress. 

Senator Gore. Which is not a self-act of this corporation. 

Secretary Humpnrey. I do not want to quibble about words. I 
don’t care whether you call it self-sustaining or what you call it. 
The setup contains its own basis for liquidation. 

Senator Gore. I don’t want to quibble about the word either, but 
you have used the words “self-sustaining” and the words “self-liqui- 
dating.” Frankly, I do not think that this proposed Highway Cor- 
poration has any earmarks of self-liquidation. 

Secretary Humpnurey. That is a difference of opinion between us. 
I think that if certain revenues are dedicated to a certain purpose that 
that purpose tends to liquidate itself. And these bonds are not to 
be issued in excess of the anticipated revenues to be received. 

Senator Gore. We can, I am sure, agree that the bill provides an 
appropriation of the revenues from this source until such time as the 
bonds are retired ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Do you seriously contend that it is a self-liquidating 
corporation ? 

Secretary Humpurey. I think it is the same thing. I think the 
objective is obtained. I think that it is a self-liquidating arrangement, 
the entire arrangement liquidates itself and the obligations that are 
put out are concurrently provided with the means with which they 
will be paid. 

Senator Gore. Through an appropriation from Congress ? 

Secretary Humpurey. That is right. 

Senator Gore. I think we understand each other in that regard now. 
Then further down on page 1 you refer to holding down further in- 
creases in the mounting levels of Government obligations payable out 
of the general revenues. Do I understand by that that you would 
want to hold the expenditures on the other category of roads at the 
present levels? 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. For the next 30 years. 

Secretary Humpnrey. Out of these particular revenues. Whether 
other revenues 





Senator Gore. You say here though “general revenue’’? 

Secretary Humpnurey. That is right. 

Senator Gore. What is a general revenue? 

Secretary Humpurey. General revenues are brought in from cus- 
toms and excises and largely from income taxes. 

Senator Gore. Would you consider an excise tax, which you just 
described, as general revenue? 
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Secretary Humpurey. Unless it is dedicated to a special purpose it 
goes into the general revenues, that is correct. An excise tax can be a 
user tax. You can dedicate a user tax to a specific purpose and then it 
would no longer be part of the general revenues. 

Senator Gore. Whether that is dedicated to a particular purpose or 
not the revenue from an excise tax goes into the general fund, does 
it not? 

Secretary Humpurey. They all go into the general fund and 
they are paid out. It is a separation, a dedication for a special pur- 
pose. 

Senator Gore. Then it is a general revenue. 

Secretary Humpnrey. It goes for special purposes. I am distin- 
guishing largely between the income-tax base and the excise tax or 
dedicated or user tax. Let me put it that way. I think that roads 
should be paid for as largely as possible from user taxes. 

Senator Gore. How do you regard the excise tax on automobiles ¢ 

Secretary Humpurey. That is not a user tax. 

Senator Gore. Is that a general revenue / 

Secretary Humpurey. Anything that goes into the general pot 
goes into general revenues eventually, unless it is dedicated elsewhere. 

Senator Gore. Whether it is dedicated or not it still goes into the 
same pot ¢ 

Secretary Humpurey. It may but that is just a matter of book- 
keeping. 

Senator Gore. I know you are an accomplished bookkeeper, but I 
do not quite follow you. You want to reduce expenditures from the 
general revenue / 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right; general expenditures. 

Senator Gore. Yet you have said that the revenue from an excise 
tax is general revenue. 

Secretary Humpurey. It may or may not be. I am distinguishing 
between the general revenues and user revenues, if you want to put 
it that way. I think that is the clearest way to make the distinction. 
There are certain revenues that can be brought about by use of vari- 
ous assets. Those revenues can be dedicated to the liquidation of the 
obligations for the payment of those assets. They are different than 
just general revenues. 

Senator Gore. When Congress makes an appropriation, out of 
what fund in the Treasury do you pay that appropriation ? 

Secretary Humpurey. You mean just an ordinary appropriation ? 

Senator Gore. Any appropriation. 

Secretary Humpurey. If it is a dedicated appropriation it would 
be out of a particular fund. If it is not out of a particular fund then 
it is paid out of general funds. 

Senator Gore. You do not contend that S.'1160 creates a special 
fund within the Treasury into which the revenues of the fuel tax 
will be deposited. 

Secretary Humpnrey. For all practical purposes it does. It is not 
a technical earmark because the particular dime or the particular 
nickel is not followed through. But it is the same as we do with some 
other funds where the money is estimated. The particular amount 
of dimes and nickels that will come in are estimated and then that is 
designated as the fund that will be used and the Secretary of the 
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Treasury is ordered to pay out that amount of money into that par- 
ticular fund. But it is to save the trouble of earmarking, it accom- 
plishes the same practical purpose. That is what this will do. 

Senator Gore. Would you be able to show to the committee any 
provision of the bill which sets up such special fund ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. If you earmark, if you dedicate this money 
to that purpose, that is what happens, is it not? That is the way it 
works in practice. 

Senator Gore. As I understand it, the bill proposes to appropriate 
from the funds in the Treasury indefinite amounts, namely all revenue 
from this particular source of taxation. 

Senator Humpnrey. Certain described amounts. 

Senator Gore. Until such time as the bonds of this corporation 
shall have been liquidated ? 

Secretary Humrnurey. That is right. 

Senator Gore. As I have served on the Appropriations Committee 
for some years and also on the Banking and Currency Committee, 
I had understood that when Congress made a general appropriation, 
without reference to appropriation from a specific fund, that you dis- 
charged your obligation from the general revenue, from the’ general 
fund of the Treasury. 

Secretary Humpnrey. I think you have just outlined yourself the 
difference, or exactly what happens. The amount of the appropria- 
tion is nota fixed amount in dollars. The amount in appropriation 
is a described amount of certain revenues. That described amount 
of certain revenues which is not fixed in dollars but which later be- 
comes {ixed is what is appropriated by the Congress to pay out, and 
that is quite different from just appropriating a million dollars for 
a certain purpose because this is not a known, definite amount. This 
is a described area, all of which is appropriated. 

In practice the way it works—and the same thing happens in some 
other cases in government; this is not new, it is done elsewhere—the 
Secretary of the Treasury estimates the amount that was in there, 
that would come in that way if it was followed through as individual 
items, and then that is the amount which is fixed to meet that ap- 
propriation. 

Senator Gore. Maybe we can get at it this way, Mr. Secretary. Is 
the revenue from the gasoline tax and fuel-oil tax, now in general 
revenue ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. If it goes into general revenue without 
dedication to other purposes, it is. But if it is dedicated 

Senator Gore. Is it general revenue under present law ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. Yes; it is, I believe. 

Senator Gore. Is it your position that the passage of S. 1160 would 
prevent the revenue from the gasoline and foel-oil tax from coming 
into the general fund of the Treasury and becoming general revenue? 

Secretary Humpurey. It will not be general revenue available for 
all purposes. It is revenue dedicated to a specific purpose. 

Senator Gorr. Then, if that be the case, the dedication of this 
amount of general revenue would reduce the general revenue available 
to the Treasury ; would it not? 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right. 
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Senator Gore. Then if you did not have enough revenue to meet 
the obligations of the Treasury, that would be deficit financing ; would 
it not? 

Secretary Humpurey. That isright. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. I notice you pay generous compliments to Senator 
Byrd and his testimony. The committee was impressed with that 
testimony, too. Senator Byrd described this financing scheme as 
“fantastic.” I wonder if you would comment on that / 

Secretary Humpnrey. He has told me that. I have talked with 

him a number of times about this. As I said in my statement, I have 
the highest regard for Senator Byrd’s financial knowledge and his 
capacity in every way, but there are occasionally times when he and 
I have differed in what we think can or should be done from a practi- 
cal point of view. I always hesitate to differ from Senator Byrd 
because of my great regard for him and his abilities. But some- 
times we do, and this is one of those unfortunate cases. 

Senator Gore. Would you mind informing the committee as to 
whether you had hesitation in approving this plan ¢ 

Secretary Humpnurey. What do you mean? 

Senator Gore. This particular plan of financing—did you hesitate 
in giving your approval to that‘ 

Secretary Humpnrey. I gave it a good deal of thought, Mr. Chair- 
man, a good deal of thought : as to what was the best way to accomplish 
this purpose. I think we have here an objective that is really a neces- 

sary objective to be ¢ accomplished for the good of this country, and I 
think that it isa very difficult thing to try to figure out what is the 
best way to accomplish that objective. I studied it a lot and all of 
our people studied it a lot to try to think in our ways how is the best 
way to accomplish this thing. 

Of course I like to, insofar as possible, pay as you go. That is not 
at all times practical. There are times when it is desirable that you 
should not pay as you go, when you want to go a little faster than you 
pay. And there are times when it is perfectly proper to do that. 
Under what circumstances and how would you accomplish that pur- 
pose? Each case has to be decided on its merits. 

I think in this particular case the probabilities are that because 
of the limitations on the States’ ability to raise money and so forth, 
that it is desirable here to go somewhat faster than you pay. That 
rests finally in the judgment of this committee. But if you are going 
to go on this recognized good objective faster than you can curre intly 
pay for it, then T think this is as good a way of providing for the 
difference between the pay as you go and the borrowing as I know of. 

Senator Gore. Would you recommend some other plan to meet the 
exigencies, the severe exigencies of school construction ? 

Secretary Humpnurey. Schools are somewhat different than roads 
although it is possible that a plan could be developed that would 
be appropriate for schools on a rental basis. I think that what you 
have to do, if you have an asset that can, on its own, because of its own 
contribution to society, earn money and it is so set up that it will 
earn money and you measure it in such a way that money is earned by 
it, I think it is appropriate to take the money that it earns and dedi- 

cate that money to the payment of obligations incurred in the acquisi- 
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tion of the asset. The simplest illustration, of course, is a toll road. 

Senator Gors. Mr. Secretary, in your statement, the part to which 
T have already referred, you say that it is your objective—by which 
I take it, it is the administration’s objective—to reduce expenditures 
and taxes. To quote exactly, from No. 5: 

To hold down further increases in the mounting levels of Government obliga- 
tions payable out of general revenues. 

One of the things we are aware of in this committee is that you 
would, by S. 1160, dedicate all of the funds beyond the present level, 
minus $100 million for secondary, primary, and urban roads, not for 
just the next 30 years but for such longer time as there may be bonds 
outstanding. 

Secretary Humrnrey. It might be shorter, too. 

Senator Gore. If it were enacted ? 

Secretary Humpurey. It would not ordinarily exceed 30 years. 
It might be shorter. 

Senator Gorn. But for such time, however long it may be, until all 
the bonds are retired. That would appear, from your position here, 
to at least doom the other category of roads to the present level of 
expenditure. 

tie Humpurey. Not necessarily. It would doom them to the 
present level of expenditure provided the revenues were not increased. 
But if you are going to spend more money you have to raise more 
money. 

Senator Gorr. You advocate a lowering of all other expenditures in 
general revenue? 

Secretary Humpurey. That is right. 

Senator Gore. So insofar as your present position, it is to hold the 
expenditures for primary, urban, and slide roads to the present 
levels, minus $100 million for the next 30 years or until such time as 
the bonds are retired ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. Or until such time as additional revenues, 
earned revenues from those roads are dedicated to their payment. 
There is no reason why the tolls cannot be increased if it seems de- 
sirable to do so. 

Senator Gore. You mean the gasoline tax ? 

Secretary Humpurey. That is right. Or any other method of 
measuring income from the roads. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, do, you realize that those other roads 
carry six-sevenths of the traffic ? 

Secretary Humpurey. I didn’t know that that was the figure but I 
could well imagine that it might be. 

Senator Gore. Do you not think within the next 10 years or 20 
years or 30 years that those roads are going to wear out and become 
obsolete ? 

Secretary Humrurey. Oh, yes. I think that you are going to have 
your road problem continually with you. I think you are going to 
have to keep working at it. I think as you build more and more roads 
and get increased roads that you may be justified in having increased 
revenues for them. 

Senator Gorr. But you tie all of the increased revenue from this 
present source of taxes at the present rates to the Interstate System ? 
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Secretary Humpurey. That is right. For this particular system. 
That does not mean you can’t raise any more money. 

Senator Gore. Even if we do not have additional automobiles on the 
urban, primary, and secondary roads, I think the present load of 
traffic would wear them out and render them obsolete. But a major 
portion, if the past is any index to the future, of the additional mil- 
lions of cahenalibies in coming years, will still travel these other roads. 

Secretary Humpenrey. I think that is right. 

Senator Gore. Which you would doom to the present level of ex- 
penditures 

Secretary Humeurey. Not necessarily. 

Senator Gore (continuing). Unless we increase-——— 

Secretary Humeurey. Unless you increase the revenues. 

Senator Gore. Unless we increase the revenues / 

Secretary Humpurey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. You are opposed to increasing the revenue ¢ 

Secretary Humpurey. No; I am opposed to increasing Federal 
revenues. 

Senator Gore. Federal general revenues? 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right, not user revenues. 

Senator Gore. Then would you dedicate a further increase in gaso- 
line tax to road construction on these other category roads? 

Secretary Humpurey. It might be desirable to do so. I don’t know 
what the future will hold. That might be a desirable thing. It is 
not prohibited. It is a field that you can engage in if you choose, if 
conditions warrant. Whether they will or not it is impossible to tell. 

Senator Gore. Do you think the earmarking of Federal funds is 
administratively sound ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. I think it is the best way we can handle this 
particular situation. 

Senator Gore. How far would you go in earmarking ? 

Secretary Humpurey. Only to the extent, as I have said, of ear- 
marking earnings of an earning asset measured in as practical a meas- 
urement as you can obtain. I think that is what we have here, a prac- 
tical measure of the earnings of this earning asset. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, do you propose to earmark or dedi- 
cate—there is no real difference in the meaning of the two words “ear- 
mark” or “dedicate,” is there ? 

Secretary Humpurey. Well, yes; there is to this extent: If you are 
going to be very technical about it, the earmark is to follow the exact 
coin through. In other words, you start and follow a coin through. 
That is not a practical way of doing it. It is much more practical 
to do it by dedication as you do in this particular case where you esti- 
mate the amount of the exact coins and put them into the funds and 
out of the fund. 

Senator Gorr. I certanly don’t want to put you in the position of 
following a nickel all the way through the Treasury. 

Secretary Humpurey. We don’t want to be in that position. It 
isn’t practical. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, you speak of the earnings from an 
asset ? 

Secretary Humeurey. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Here you would dedicate all of the increased earn- 
ings not from just the asset of the interstate roads but from all roads? 
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Secretary Humpurey. This is an arbitrary measure of those earn- 
ings. 

Senator Gore. I agree thoroughly. 

Secretary Humpurey. You have to have some sort of an arbitrary 
measure of those earnings. We estimated this as practical a way to 
segregate and estimate earnings and dedicate those earnings to the 
purpose as we could find. It is very difficult. 

Senator Gore. Then when you speak of dedicating the funds from 
an earning asset you refer to all of the roads of the country as that 
asset ‘ , 

Secretary Humpnrey. Not necessarily. On an arbitrary designa- 
tion of an amount you can take a slice of a whole measured in any 
way you want and not care where it particularly comes from if it is 
a slice of the whole. But there can be a lot of other roads in the coun- 
try whose earnings can be dedicated to them. States can build toll 
roads, there can be toll roads built all over and those tolls dedicated 
to the earnings of those roads. There can be other ways of measuring 
sarnings on various roads that can be built in various places, and 
those earnings would be dedicated to the use of those roads and 
wouldn’t get in here. 

This is a segregation of a certain measure of certain earnings which 
are dedicated to a certain purpose. 

Senator Gore. And that certain purpose—— 

Secretary Humpurey. Is the payment of the construction of these 
roads. 

Senator Gore. And that certain source is Federal revenue from the 
gasoline and fuel oil tax from every road in the United States! 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Then why would you say not necessarily so ? 

Secretary Humpurey. I didn’t say it was not necessarily so. I said 
that you can measure that earning that way. There can be lots of 
other earnings that are not involved. But these particular earnings 
are dedicated for this particular purpose. 

Senator Gorr. Then I come back to my question of a moment ago. 
The earning asset to which you refer then is the gasoline tax and fuel 
oil tax from every road and every farm in the United States. 

Secretary Humpnurey. That is a measure of the earnings of the 
assets we are talking about; yes. It is an arbitrary way to measure 
those earnings. 

Senator Gorp. Senator Symington ? 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Secretary, I was looking through some of 
the testimony that was given by Senator Byrd. I would like to, if I 
may, run over briefly some of the statements made and ask your 
comment on them. He said [reading]: 

In my judgment, if Senate bill 1160 is enacted in its present form, it will destroy 
sound budgetary procedure and take the longest step yet taken toward con- 
centrating power in the Federal Government. It abolishes the State matching 
formula for the Interstate System which has existed since 1916. 

Would you care to comment on that ? 

Secretary Humpurey. What was the very last? 

Senator Symineron [reading] : 


It abolishes the State matching formula for the Interstate System which has 
existed since 1916. 


Secretary Humenrey. That is right. 
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Senator Symrneron. The point I was interested in, frankly, is— 


it will destroy sound budgetary procedure and take the longest step yet taken 
toward concentrating power in the Federal Government. 
4 Inasmuch as this administration has taken a position consistently that 
power should revert back to the States instead of more of it coming to 
Washington, I was wondering how you felt about that remark made 
2 by the e¢ hhairm: in of the Finance Committee of the Senate. 
Secretary Humpurey. I think he exaggerates the import: ince of it 
in his mind. I think that Senator Byrd is properly very jealous of 
the appropriating power of the Congress. I think he is properly 
jealous of that. But I think that because this implies a promise of 
the Government that carriers beyond an annual appropriation that 
he ex: iggerates the import: ince of ‘that sort of a ste p. I think that we 
have had those sorts of steps before without their causing unusual 
3 difficulties. I don’t think this would cause unusual difficulties in that 
# regard. 
Senator SyMINGTON. Now the next statement that he made was: 


Aina 


It gives the Corporation authority to draw from the Treasury at any time dur 
ing the next 32 years additional amounts up to $5 billion outstanding at one time 
Without going through any appropriation action by Congress 

Don’t you think that if there are going to be additional appropria- 
d ations up to $5 billion that the Congress should have the right to look 
at them before they are made in the future date? 

Secretary Humpurey. I think that again is of the same kind that 
Senator Byrd objects to because of an appropriation other than just 
anannual appropriation. Really what happens, as I see it in practice 
is that this present Congress authorizes a payment of up to that 
h umount, which you may say is the equivalent of a contigent appropri- 
ation. It is an appropriation which is authorized, it is an expendi- 
ture which is authorized by the current Congress that may or may not 
be made, and this present Congress specifies the certain conditions 
under which it may be paid and under which it may not be paid. So 
that it 1s not an un: appropri: ated amount, it is an amount that has had 
the prior authority of Congress but not the prior annual authority. 

Senator SyMiInGron. Going on he said: 

If this bill is passed, it will not include one single dollar of the expenditures 
that are proposed under this legislation. Not a dollar will be included in the 
debt limit, although this debt, let me emphasize, is just as much a debt as any 
ether debt that the Federal Government will contract. 

Then there is a very definite difference of rn as to whether 
this is a debt of the United States or whether it isn’t. As I under- 
stand the bill has been constructed on the ae that it isn’t. Never- 
theless, he feels that it is. What are your thoughts on that ? 

Secretary Humpurey. My thoughts are just this: I am not in any 
way interested in any trick to avoid the debt limit. I believe in the 
debt limit. I think it is wholesome that the people of this country 
have currently and constantly brought to their minds the amount of 
money that they owe, and as nearly as we can, the full amount of money 
that they owe. Frankly, I have tried to estimate how much we do 
owe and I haven't been able to do it. We owe so much and in so m: ny 
different ways already, so many different contingent liabilities of one 
kind or another, that it is extremely difficult to get the total amount 
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that we owe. This will be a very much clearer delineation of amount 
that we owe in this regard than many that we already have enacted. 

But I think that, as I stated in my statement, debt limits are good 
things and that they ought to be brought out and that they ought to 
be paraded before the people on every occasion to let them know how 
much they do owe a how near they are to the limit of what, from 
time to time, will be regarded as the maximum that they should owe. 
This bill does carry a debt limit in it. This is not a direct obligation 
of the United States Government. It is an obligation of the Govern- 
ment; it is something that the Government sponsors. The Govern- 
ment says it will take appropriate action to see that it is repaid, and 
it takes appropriate action in two ways to see that it is repaid. But 
it is not technically within the debt limit. There are a number of other 
things that are not technically within the debt limit. 

Senator Symineron. You would say, would you not, that it is 
actually a debt of the United States? 

Secretary Humpurey. It is an obligation. It is not a debt. It is 
an obligation. 

Senator Symineron. If it is an obligation shouldn’t it be expressed 
in the debt ceiling? 

Secretary Humpurey. I would have no objection whatever to hav- 
ing Congress revise the requirements of those things that will be listed 
under the debt ceiling of the United States. There are a number of 
things that do not come within the present definition. There are a 
number of obligations, a good many obligations, and they rise to a 
good deal of money, that are not within the limits that are expressed 
in the debt limit. But I would be prefectly content—I would be more 
than content—if Congress did want to revise the definition of the debt 
limit and really put everything we could think of in it and let the 
people know as much as we can, as much as we can estimate, of what 
might reasonably be there. 

There are certain things that are so indefinite and so contingent 
that it would be extremely hard to pick any figure for them. I don’t 
think it would be wise to put them in. But there are a lot of things 
that could be put in. 

Senator Symrneten. You wouldn’t say this obligation was either 
indefinite or contingent ? 

Secretary Humpurey. No. 

Senator Symineton. Otherwise how could you sell the bonds? 

Secretary Humpurey. | don’t think this is. I think you might well 
change the definition of the debt limit and put this and a number of 
other things in the debt limit. 

Senator Symineron. Then Senator Byrd said: 

In these days when we are continuously piling up debt to be paid by our chil- 
dren and grandchildren, the least we can do is keep the books honest and make 
full disclosure of obligations we are incurring. 

Surely we don’t want to get in a position where the eminent chair- 
man of the Finance Committee of the Senate and the administration 
are arguing as to whether this proposed legislation is right on that 
standpoint; do we? 

Secretary Humpurey. No. 

Senator Symineton. He goes further and calls this “financial re- 
sponsibility by legerdemain.” ‘That worries mea great deal. I spoke 
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to Senator Byrd about this prior to your appearance. He feels that 
this is properly the most unfortunate piece of legislation that has ever 
come before the Congress since he has been in it, and he has been here 
a long time. 

Secretary Humpurey. I know he does. I have talked to him about 
it. Just frankly I think that he has exaggerated the difficulties and 
the problems and I don’t think it goes to a matter of basic honesty 
nor do I think it goes to a matter of trick. I don’t think there is any- 
thing deceptive about this. I think it is right out in the open and 
everybody knows what it is and where it is and just why it is handled 
as it is. 

I think if you want to change the strict definitions of the debt law 
to include this in it, that it is a perfectly proper thing to do. But at 
the same time, as I say, if you are going to include this I would in- 
clude some other things, too. 

Senator Symincron. You knew that Senator Byrd has an opinion 
from the chief Senate legislative counsel, stating that in his opinion 
the bill is illegal? 

Secretary Humpnurey. I read that. Of course, in my position I take 
the legal advice of the Attorney General. 

Senator Symrineron. Senator Byrd said: 


Camouflage it all you please, the bonds issued by this Corporation will be a 
Federal debt and a general obligation of the Government. It will be absurd 
for this Corporation to attempt to issue bonds unless the Federal Government 
would guarantee them for the simple reason that the bonds would be unsalable 
if this Corporation has no assets and has no income. 


Don’t you feel that these bonds are an obligation of the Federal 


Government ¢ 

Secretary Humpnrey. I feel they are an obligation and not a 
debt within the strict meaning of the word “debt.” I think they are 
an honest obligation of the Government that the Government says 
it will see paid. I do not think it is necessary that they be endorsed 
or guaranteed by the Federal Government. We have done a lot of 
investigating of that and we believe that these bonds will be salable 
on the present basis without a definite ~ gare ate 

Senator Symrneton. Don’t you think at least that they are a con- 
tingent liability of the Federal Government ? 

Secretary Humpurey. They are more than just a contingent lia- 
bility. When these bonds are put out the Government will have 
made a promise that these revenues will be dedicated to their use for 
this purpose. And it is on the basis of that Government promise 
that they will be sold. 

Senator SymincTon. Let me read now a statement of the Secretary 
of Commerce before this committee: 


The bonds would not legally be a contingent liability of the United States. 


Secretary Humpuery. I think you can get into the technical mean- 
ing of the words. That is what I was trying to avoid. I doubt if 
under a very technical meaning of the words they are not a contingent 
debt. But they are based on a—— 

Senator Symrneron. He said they wouldn’t be a direct or indirect 
obligation of the Government. 


Secretary Humpurey. Again, you see, you are getting into words 
pretty much. 
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Senator Busn. Will the Senator yield? 

Secretary Humpnrey. Technically the promise of the Government 
is to dedicate the funds, not to pay the bonds. Technically I think 
he is undoubtedly correct. I think just as you and I talk in the street, 
it is the promise ‘of the Government that makes the bonds good. But 
the promise is not to pay them; the promise is to dedicate the money. 
That is kind of getting around the point. 

Senator Gore. Until they are paid? 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right. I don’t want to get into 
technicalities. 

Senator Symineton. I would like to finish this thought before I 
yield, Senator Bush, then I will be glad to yield. 

Senator Busu. All right. 

Senator Syineron. Senator Byrd said: 

I point now to a glaring inconsistency in this bill, and that is where one 
clause of the bill states the bonds are not guaranteed by the Federal Govern- 
ment, there is another provision that gives the Government the right to sell 
these bonds to Government trust funds. It is unthinkable to me that the Congress 
would authorize legislation to permit bonds not guaranteed by the Federal 
Government to be sold to its trust funds, such as the Social Security for which 
the Government is a trustee with all the responsibility that a trusteeship carries. 
The Social Security fund comes, as many, of the committee know, from the 
savings and collections from those who want at a certain age to obtain retire- 
ment benefits. 

Say an elderly woman is paying money into a social security fund 
and that the assets behind that fund are these bonds. Surely the 
Federal Government couldn’t afford to run out on those bonds after 
that woman put her own money up. 

Secretary Humrurey. I don’t think the Federal Government can 
run out on these bonds under any circumstances, nor will it, nor will 
the occasion arise to do so. They will never be issued unless they are 
within the limits. These bonds have to be issued subject to the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury, and as long as I am here or 
any other responsible Secretary is here these bonds will not be issued 
beyond the amounts, that the proper amount of tax will be dedicated 
to pay for them, and there is no reason why they should be. 

Senator Symineron. The bonds then are a debt of the United 
States; are they not? 

Secretary Humrnrey. That all depends on whether you are going 
to be technical or not. Technically they are not a debt, Senator. 
They are an obligation. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Byrd said, in his testimony: 


Here is an opinion by the Comptroller General of the United States— 


now we have somebody more than a legal parliamentarian— 


holding that the bonds will be a legal debt of the Government, that the bonds 
will not be self-liquidating and that the funds to pay off the bonds will have 
to come from the general fund of the Treasury. 

Would you say that the bonds would be a legal debt of the Govern- 
ment but a nontechnical legal debt of the Government ? 

Secretary Humpnurey. That is about it. 

Senator Symrneron. Is that it? 

Secretary Humpnrey. I think you are getting all mixed with a lot 
of words, myself, and I don’t see the purpose of it. I don’t think 
that anybody claims that these bonds, if they are put out, won't be 
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good bonds. I think they will or I wouldn’t have anything to do with 
putting them out. I think the Government will make a promise to 
dedicate sufficient funds to the payment of these bonds so they will 
be paid. And I think that is a good promise, and I think it is a promise 
that the Government can make not only in this case but has made in 
similar cases and can do it. 

Senator Symineton. I would like to make one comment: The debt 
of the United States is high. 

Secretary Htumpurey. It is; too high. 

Senator SymineTon. Past administrations have been very heavily 
criticized for putting up the debt. As a matter of fact, the debt was 
under $40 billion just prior to World War Il. And the reason, in 
my opinion, that it is where it is now, is due to two words primarily, 
almost entirely due to two words. One word is “Hitler” and the other 
word is “Stalin.” That in my opinion is the reason that the debt has 
gone up this high. 

Sometimes we have felt badly about the criticism that we have had 
about the height of the debt. For example, I believe the figures show 
that between 1946 and 1952 the Government operated at a profit of 
about $11,300 million, whereas in the last 2 years it has operated at a 
substantial loss. I believe the loss has been over $11 billion. All I 
say is that if we have to have a high debt, regardless of any past prom- 
ises made by either administration, in my opinion we should face up 
to the fact that if this is a debt we need to raise the debt limit. It 
worries me to think that we are going to maybe get involved as a 
country in what you might call technical methods of raising the debt 


without applying it to the debt. 


I believe that the statements made before this committee by the 
eminent senior Senator from Virginia justify me in making those 
remarks which 1 know you know I make entirely objectively to one 
of the people in this Government on the administrative side that I 
most certainly respect the most. 

Thank you. 

Secretary Humpurey. Senator, I would like to say that I don’t 
think it would profit you or me to get into any discussion of the past. 
I don’t think that is important. I do think there is a word you ought 
to add to your vocabulary when you refer to it, and I think that is 
“inflation.” I think that had a great deal to do with the size of the 
debt. 

As to avoiding the debt limit or providing some means of avoiding 
the debt limit, I have already stated that this wasn’t done with that 
purpose. I don’t think it should be done with that purpose. I think 
it is perfectly proper to amend the technical language of the debt limit 
to include this and other debts or obligations which are excluded 
from the debt limit under its present technical definition. I would 
like to see that. 

I think it is wholesome, as I stated before, for everybody to know 
as nearly as they can how much we do owe in any way that we owe it. 
I don’t care about the technicalities. But if we owe the money, one 
way or another, or have a promise to pay this or a promise to dedicate 
that, or however it may be accomplished, I think it is a very good 
thing that everybody knows how much that total is. And I think 
it would be wholesome to have it done in that way. So far as that is 
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concerned I don’t think I can be any plainer in my own position with 
respect to the debt limit than that. 

Senator Symineron. You mentioned inflation. My only comment 
on that might be divided into two parts. The first would be that if 
there has been any major inflation in this country it has certainly 
been because there has been a tremendous demand for goods as against 
the supply, and I think there you might find that Hitler and Stalin 
had a great deal to do with that problem in recent years. 

On the other hand, what could be a greater incentive to real infla- 
tion than to come up with plans which actually were obligations of 
the Government and are suddenly found to be under critical exigencies 
that might result from a law of this character where you had to come 
up and face the fact that the bonds had to be paid off, as against 
frankly saying that the debt limit had to be raised, for example, 
because the Interstate Highway System was a necessity ‘for our 
national defense. 

Secretary Humpurey. It doesn’t make a bit of difference to me. 
In fact, as I have told you, I think it is advisable to bring all or as 
much as we can of these various things into public view, so the public 
will understand them just as well as they possibly can. And, of 
course, inflation, a very important part of inflation, is fiscal manage- 
ment. 

Senator Symincron. One other point has come up in a discussion 
with the Secretary of Commerce. We had some Government corpo- 
rations that were conceived primarily, I believe, by Mr. Jesse Jones, 
as a way to get things done. We had a lot of assistants like Mr. 
Jeffers and so forth in the doing of them. Not too long ago it was 
considered wrong to have Government corporations. A sales program 
was put on to get rid of those corporations. I won’t say at any price, 
but sometimes it looks to me as if they got rid of them at a price 
which wasn’t to the best interest of the taxpayer, with the premise 
that he owned part of the corporation. 

After the elimination of most, if not all, of those corporations, 
we suddenly have a plan that has now come before us, the basis of 
which is a Government corporation. I wonder what your thoughts 
would be on that. 

Secretary Humpurey. I don’t think that the Government corpora- 
tion is taboo in and of itself. I think that when you have corpora- 
tions—let’s take RFC, for instance, which was created for a purpose, 
and that purpose was satisfied and finished—that you ought to hqui- 
date that agency and have it over with. I don’t think you ought to 
keep a lot of obsolete things around just because you have them. 

I don’t think because one agency has fulfilled its function that that 
should bar you from ever having another agency or another function, 

Senator Symrneron. So that you have no objection to a Govern- 
ment corporation per se? 

Secretary Humrpnrey. Not if it is properly set up; no. 

Senator Symineton. I have no further questions. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, I think all of us appreciate that this 
is quite a problem to figure out a way to finance an accelerated high- 
way program. We do appreciate the study that you have given to it. 


This whole financing scheme through the Corporation does raise ques- 
tions for all of us. 
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Would you feel that it would impair the salability of the bonds at 
all if in the language which appears at section 105—B, “There are here- 
by appropriated and there shall be paid by the Secretary of the 
Treasury” and so forth, if that were changed to read, “There are here- 
by authorized to be appropriated for payment,” instead of actually 
making the appropriation and directing the payment to make it an 
authorization instead of an appropriation. 

Secretary Humpurey. Senator, [ hate to in the first place express 
legal opinions on words because I am not a lawyer. In the second 
lace Thate to express opinions quickly. I would fear that there might 
be quite a difference between a present appropriation, as stated here, 
and simply a suggestion that there might be. I think if there were 
an absolute obligation that you would appropriate—then I don’t see 
what the difference is between that and the present appropriation. 

Senator Case. One Congress cannot bind another in any event. 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is perfectly true. One Congress can- 
not. One Congress can always repeal what another Congress does. 
And that is right and it should be that way. But we have billions 
of dollars outstanding on the promise of Congress and the integrity of 
the Government that it will go ahead. 

As a matter of fact you can’t even sue the Government if they don’t 
pay you, unless somebody lets you. So it is the good faith of the Gov- 
ernment. So long as the good faith, eliminating the lawyer’s words 
now, so long as the good faith of the Government is put behind an 


expressed desire to see that the money comes into a place where it will 
be devoted to the payment of these bonds, that is what is required. 


Just how you would express that I would hesitate to say. 

Senator Case. Would you feel that the good faith of the Govern- 
ment would be committed if we made the language read, “There are 
hereby authorized for appropriation and payment ‘by the Secretary of 
the Treasury,” and so on. 

Secretary Huwenrey. Let me put it this way: I think if the pur- 
pose of a change in language here was to make it subject only to an- 
nual a propriation, with no agreement that an appropriation would 
be made annually, I think it w vould destroy the value of these bonds. 
In other words, I don’t think anybody wants to buy a bond on the idea 
that maybe they will and maybe they won’t be paid. I think so long 
as the Congress promises that they will do something, and has its good 
faith behind that promise, I think you are all right. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Secretary, we run into two difficulties. The Con- 
stitution, in article 1, section 9, says, “No money shall be drawn from 
the Treasury but in consequence of appropriations made by law.” 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right. 

Senator Casr. The rules of both the House and the Senate are very 
clear that appropriations may be reported only by the Committees 
on Appropriations. The Constitution also says that, “All revenue 
measures shall originate in the House of Representatives.” 

The Senate traditionally and historically has not agreed with the 
House in language that an appropriation measure is a revenue meas- 
ure, but in practice it has. All appropriation bills do originate in 
the House of Representatives and they originate with the Committee 
on Appropriations in the House. All revenue measures, that is all 
measures that levy taxes, originate with the Ways and Means Com- 
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mittee in the House. They don’t originate in the Senate under the 
constitutional provisions, although we may amend. But if that has 
to be in the bill, that we are appropriating, then this committee is 
powerless to report this bill unless a point of order is waived. 

We cannot report an appropriation in this bill and avoid being 
subject to a point of order by anyone who wants to make it. 

Secretary Humpnrey. Senator, I am neither a parliamentarian nor 
a lawyer, and I am afraid you have me over my head. I would hesi- 
tate to express an opinion on parliamentary procedure. 

Senator Casr. It is a situation which might have been avoided if 
the drafters of this bill had consulted the Members of Congress when 
they drafted the bill. 

Secretary Humpurey. I didn’t draft the bill, so I don’t know. 

Senator Casr. No Member of Congress did, so far as I know. It 
throws us right into the middle of this whole financial problem. Who 
would owe the money on these bonds? 

Secretary Humpurey. What do you mean? 

Senator Casr. If you issue these obligations, who would be in debt? 
Who would owe the money ? 

Secretary Humpnurey. The authority that issues the bonds is the 
obligor, the technical obligor. 

Senator Case. In a financial statement, how would you show the 
obligations? What assets would the Corporation show ? 

Secretary Humpurey. They would have the assets of the promise 
of the Government to pay these funds annually to them for the pur- 
pose of liquidating the debt. 

Senator Case. Iam not a lawyer but I have had 2 or 3 lawyers who 
have raised the question with me as to how the Government then 
would avoid having borrowed the money. They point to section 8 
which says Congress should have power to do certain things, and to 
borrow money on the credit of the United States. 

Secretary Humpnurey. It is on the promise of the United States 
that the money is borrowed. 

Senator Case. That is, it would be in this case ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right. 

Senator Casr. If a promise can’t be made by legislation unless it is 
an appropriation bill, this committee is in a difficult spot. 

Secretary Humpurey. That is something I wouldn’t know about. 

Senator Case. The chairman of the committee referred to the fact 
that six-sevenths of the traffic is carried on highways and roads that 
are not in the Interstate System. Are you familiar with the figures 
as to what the proceeds of the gasoline tax and the oil tax would run 
over the period of 32 years? 

Secretary Humpnrey. I have seen the tabulation; yes. 

Senator Casr. It comes to around $55 billion. 

Secretary Humpurey. I have forgotten exactly. There is a tabu- 
lation that estimates it. 

Senator Case. Assuming that it is $55 billion and I have heard it 
used as 51 points something for 30 years or 55 to 56 for 32 years, 
I don’t know; it must be something in that magnitude—if you divide 
that by the number of years that would mean an annual revenue of 
about $1,800 million a year. That is roughly 30 into 54. 
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Secretary Humpurey. It doesn’t come that way. That is an aver 
age. It wouldn't be received that way. 

Senator Case. It would be heavier during the later years. 

Secretary Humpurey. That is correct. 

Senator Case. On a capitalized basis— 

Secretary Humpnurey. On a flat average that would be it. 

Senator Case. That would be $1.8 million. Then if you look at the 
proposal here and you propose to appropriate that which is in excess 
of $622 million, on the average you would be appropriating two 
thirds of the revenue to the comp sletion of the Interstate System. 

Secretary Humpnrey. It is 6 

Senator Case. $622 million. That is roughly a third of 1 billion 
S00 million dollars. 

Secretary Humpurey. I should think that is about right. 

Senator Case. Then the problem that bothers me—and it bothers 
me in connection with the use that you make of specific user taxes 
is that two-thirds of the revenues would be dedicated to the completing 
of the system which carries one one-seventh of the traffic ¢ 

Secretary Humpurey. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Then it seems to me that that destroys the validity 
of using this as a measuring stick for the users who are paying for the 
roads. 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is just a measure of part of the income 
of the total highways. There is lots of other income from the high- 
ways. All the toll roads are not included in the figures, and a lot of 
toll roads of the future are intended to be built in various ways that 
will not be in there. And there are State gasoline taxes and State 
revenues that go into highways 

There is an awful lot of revenue that goes into highways on these 
six-sevenths that you are talking about that are not included in this 
particular revenue. This is just a percentage of a part of the total 
revenue. 

Senator Case. But that other revenue is in addition to this revenue. 

Secretary Humpurey. That is right. So that your percentages 
would change very radically if you ‘put all in. In other words, the 
percentage of the total road revenue that is dedicated to these roads 
is not the percentage that you figured at all. It is entirely different 
and a very much smaller percentage. 

Senator Case. I think it would make it worse. 

Secretary Humpurey. No, it makes it the other way, you see. The 
more money that. goes in, the less this becomes of the whole. 

Senator Case. That is true of the whole but if you are thinking in 
the language that you use, of a specific user tax, you are asking “the 
nonusers of the Interstate System to put up two-thirds of the money 
for the completion of the interstate roads. 

Secretary Humpurey. It just has to be an arbitrary allocation of 
the total funds. You have the total funds that go into highways. 
You get an arbitrary allocation of how much of that fund is devoted 
to the use of these particular roads. This is an arbitrary method of 
arriving at that use. How near correct it is I am not prepared to say. 
If it isn’t correct, it can be changed. I don’t believe it is so far out that 
it should be discarded for that reason. 

61030—55—36 
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Senator Case. Do you know what portion of the gasoline sold is 
used by airplanes ? 

Secretary Humenurey. No, I donot. But of course to a large extent 
that is a different kind of gasoline. 

Senator Case. Do you know what portion of the gasoline sold is 
used for nonhighway purposes? 

Secretary Humpurey. No, I don’t. But it is relatively small. 

Senator Case. Do you know that most of the States permit a refund 
of the gasoline tax levied by the States for nonhighway uses? 

Secretary Humpnurey. For farm use and so forth, yes. 

Senator Case. Do you have any idea how much that is? 

Secretary Humpnrey. No, I haven’t. I can’t tell you. 

Senator Case. Would it surprise you to know that in the State of 
South Dakota the refunds on gasoline taxes, of a State tax for agri- 
cultural uses last year, ran to 28.9 percent—practically 29 percent ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. I didn’t know they were getting as big a 
refund as that. I wouldn’t doubt the figure. 

Senator Case. Do you realize the problem that that creates when 
almost a third of the tax paid on gasoline is used for nonhighway 
purposes when you propose to dedicate the proceeds of the tax to the 
completion of the Interstate System which, in most cases, is already 
the best highway in the State? 

Secretary Humpurey. I don’t know just exactly what you mean, 
Senator. 

Senator Case. In some of the congested eastern cities it may be 
that the Interstate System will serve as a thoroughfare for a great 
deal of traffic. But in the agricultural States and in the large States 
there are a great many people who never travel on the Interstate 
System. There many arteries of traffic are other than the 1 or 2 
routes that are designated as a part of the Interstate System. People 
who live in those other cities and towns are interested in the comple- 
tion of the other highways. 

The farmers or ranchers who live two and three hundred miles from 
the Interstate System don’t like to pay the Federal gasoline tax which 
is not refunded for nonhighway use. They don’t like to pay that and 
have it dedicated to the completion of the Interstate System, which 
they seldom or ever use. Of course I am not a road expert by any 
means. 

Secretary Humpnurey. I know very little about it. Here is the 
proposition as I see it. It isa very desirable thing to have an integrated 
highway system, Interstate Highway System in this country. That 
is a very desirable objective. Almost any way you proceed has ob- 
jections to it that can be raised by this or that interest. This is the 
best scheme that I have seen. 

If there is a better means of doing it, let’s get it out and see what 
it is. But this is the best that I have seen and there are objections 
to this. There are objections to any arbitrary division. But I don’t 
know what other division you can make that hasn’t got more objection 
than this. 

Senator Case. Legislation, somebody said once upon a time, is the 
art of “possible.” I frankly fear that this form is not possible under 


the kind of legislative procedures we have and the way Congressmen 
happen to be elected. 
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Secretary Humpurey. Senator, it seems to me that you have a really 
worthwhile objective for the benefit of this country, that is very 
desirable from the point of view of the entire country, and from the 
economy in this country. The automobile business is a tremendous 
business in this country; the people are going to have the benefit, you 
and I are going to have the benefit, of using the automobiles and we 
are going to have more and better roads than we have today. If we 
are going to have the ability to go in this country from one State to 
another and in various parts of the country, we have to have better 
facilities than we have today. 

It does seem to me as though this group of people who are respon- 
sible for this Government ought to be able to figure out some way 
to accomplish that desirable objective. 

Senator Case. It seems that way to me and I think it can be done. 

Secretary Humpnrey. All I am saying and all I want to be under- 
stood as saying is that I do not think this proposal does violence, in 
my opinion, to any of our basic onan It is the best proposal I have 
seen. If somebody has a better one I would welcome the opportunity 
to go forward and support it. 

Senator Case. As Secretary of the Treasury, and in charge of the 
revenues of the country, do you see any difference between using the 
taxing power of the Government to levy a tax and dedicate the pro- 
ceeds of a specific tax to a specific purpose, and proposals where true 
earnings of a facility were used for the purpose of the operation ? 

Secretary Humpurey. I don’t quite get that. 

Senator Case. Do you see no difference between a toll road and the 
levy of an excise tax for highway purposes ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. If it reasonably relates to the measure of use, 
which I believe this does. I believe that although this is arbitrary it 
is not so arbitrary that it doesn’t relate to the measure of use. I 
believe that this can be regarded as a measure of toll. 

Senator Case. Would you like to see this established as a prece- 
dent ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. I don’t fear it as a precedent because I can’t 
think of any earning asset where you can dedicate the earnings of 
that asset in as reasonable a way as this that would cause any trouble 
for us. Senator Byrd feels very differently. 

And the fact that he feels differently made me think a lot about this 
because of my regard and respect for him. But I frankly believe that 
you just follow right along. He starts with the basis that a toll is un- 
questionably all right. You have a toll. Now you have to measure 
that toll some way. How do you measure the toll ? 

Senator Casr. I think that is a direct use. 

Secretary Humpnrey. That’s right. Now you have to measure that 
toll some way. Let’s follow along. You measure that toll some way. 
Tf it is based on mileage you would have no objection. Well, the way 
to measure mileage is gasoline and oil. If you stopped the car when 
it came on the highway and measured how much it had in the tank 
and then stopped it when it went off the highway and measured how 
much it had in the tank and then said, “You have used 10 gallons of 
‘gasoline on this trip,” that is a way of measuring use. 

And you could charge 10 cents a gallon or whatever it may be for 
‘the gasoline you have used over that period. I don’t see how any- 
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body could possibly object to that. That isn’t a practical thing to do. 
You can’t stop every car and you can’t measure every tank and find 
out exactly what was used. So you arbitrarily say, “Such a percent- 
age of all the gasoline will be devoted this way. 

Senator Case. Secretary, on the wall at the right is a map of the 
United States. The heavy lines in red represent the improved In- 
terstate System. The lines in black represent the other Federal-aid 
highways of the country. Do you think it would be a relatively rea- 
sonable measure of the gasoline consumed and the gasoline paid out 
if two-thirds of the revenue derived from the Federal tax on gasoline 
is dedicated to the completion of the lines in red and only one-third 
used for the completion of the roads marked in black? 

Secretary Humpnrey. Senator, you see the thing that you leave 
out of your calculations are all the other taxes that are levied on gaso- 
line by States and other places in the total amount of money. I do not 
believe that this particular amount of money probably is much out 
of line with the total amount of money that goes into the roads. 

Senator Case. But we are talking about the dedication of the Fed- 
eral tax. 

Secretary Humpnrey. We are talking about just the dedication 
of this particular Federal tax, not having anything to do with all the 
others. Let me illustrate. Let’s say for “the sake of argument, and I 
don’t know what the figure would show, let’s say, you have estimated 
this would be $1,200 million a year on an average. 

Senator Case. $1,800 million. 

Secretary Humpurey. No; it is less than $600 million. 

Senator Case. That is right. 

Secretary Humpnrey. So you would just say it is about $1,200 
million. Let’s assume for the sake of argument that all the money 
spent on all the roads and all the taxes “of various kinds was $12 
billion, just for the sake of argument, because it is easy to figure, 
$24 billion. If it was $12 billion this would be 10 percent of the 
total. If it was $24 billion this would be 5 percent of the total. In 
other words, it could easily be some percent of the total which would 
be the equivalent of mileage for the use of these particular highways. 

These highways would be used more than the average of all high- 
ways and you could easily get the exact percentage if you wanted to 
figure it out. I suppose you could figure it out by checking the cars 
and see how much the uses were in various places and figure it to an 
exact percentage if you wanted to do it. I don’t think this is so far 
off. 

Senator Case. The blackest spot on that map is the State of Iowa, 
that is the roads are so thick there that it makes it almost black. It is 
certainly a very deep gray. There is only one road north and south 
and one east and west on the Interstate System. 

Do you think that you can persuade the people who live at some dis- 
tance from those red lines there that the gasoline tax should be main- 
tained at its present level or possibly even increased, and that the 
proceeds from that should be dedicated to the completion of the cross- 
road in red ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. Do you think that just because—and I am 
just asking this because I don’t know—do you think that just be- 
cause Iowa is black with roads that they would pay as much tax as 
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a little bit of area around New York would pay that isn't so black ¢ 
I don’t think they would. I think when you come to the amount of 
money that is paid, the fact that Iowa is black doesn’t mean very 
much. 

Senator Case. You have spoken of the use of the roads and a meas- 
ure of the gasoline used. 

Secretary Humpurey. That is what I am still talking about, the 
amount of gasoline used. I think there is a whole lot more gasoline 
used in a limited area around New York than there is in the State 
of Iowa. And I think I would be pretty nearly right. 

Senator Case. Yes; and of course the cost of building the roads 
there is a great deal more, too. 

Secretary Humpnrey. Yes; that’s right. 

Senator Casr. Would you like to see this principle of dedic: ating 
user taxes to specific projects applied to the tax on spirits and liquors ¢ 

Secretary Humpnrey. I don’t know how—I just don’t know how 
you quite measure the use of spirits and liquors. That is a little 
different. 

Senator Case. Would you like to see the tax on the capital stock of 
corporations dedicated for the Bureau of Domestic Commerce in the 
Department of Commerce ? 

Secretary Humpnurey. I don’t think that they measure the use: no. 
I think it has to have a Telationship touse. I think what we are try- 
ing to do, what we are really trying to do here, is to find some measure 
of some practical way of collecting money based on a measure of use. 

Senator Casr. I think tolls are a good, clear illustration. TI think 
that if you were measuring the gasoline, if you were selling the gaso- 
line to be used on a pi articular system of roads, and wanted to dedicate 
that, I think that would be a direct specific use. 

Secretary Humpnurey. I agree with that. That is the clearest case. 
Tf this—of course I view this in the nature of a toll. I view this in 
the nature of a measure of atoll. Let’s say you based your toll strictly 
on mileage or something of that kind, which would be a little more 
objective measurement of toll. Let’s say you did that. Do you think 
you would have less trouble having the people in New Jersey or the 
people in the District of Columbia paying tolls on roads in order to pay 
for roads out in Iowa than you would have this other w ay ? 

Senator Case. I don’t know, but I am not proposing that. 

Secretary Humpnrey. I am not, either. But you are t: ht about 
objections. There are objections to all these things, as I see it. I don’t 
think anybody can think up any scheme that somebody isn’t going to 
object to. But just because somebody objects, it doesn’t seem to me 
that if you get a reasonably fair proposition that we should just throw 
up our ‘hands and give up a great objective. 

Senator Casr. I don’t think we are going to give up. I think this 
committee is going to report a bill. 

Secretary Humpnrey. We ought to find some way. 

Senator Case. I have confidence that this committee will report a 
bill, and it will report a bill which is within the jurisdiction of the 
committee, and that will not be subject to points of order when it goes 
to the floor, and that it will be consistent with the principle of specific 
user contribution. 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is what I hope. Those are the funda- 
mental principles that I believe in. Of course, I am not getting into 
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parliamentary business because that is your problem. But funda- 
mentally I think that we should have a road program that is based 
on some reasonable measure of user tax, that will pay for the roads. 
I think we should build the roads faster somewhat than we probably 
can pay for them currently. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to have that comment 
from the Secretary of the Treasury. A year ago there was a proposal 
which came from the Congress which was recommended or reported 
as the proposal which had the blessing of the Treasury and of the 
Budget at that time. This committee, the Senate Committee on Pub- 
lic Works, substantially increased the program. In fact, the 1954 
Highway Act increased the level of Federal funds for highways by 
about 52 percent over that of the prior biennial. The bill was passed 
and enthusiastically received by the President and was labeled as one 
of the major pieces of legislature of the 83d Congress, and it is very 
gratifying to me to have the representatives of the executive depart- 
ment come before the committee now and say that they think we ought 
to go even faster than we did with the 1954 act which represented a 
52-percent increase over the prior biennial. 

Senator Gore. The Chair is pleased to have the comment of Senator 
Case and pleased to note that he and I are getting closer together all 
the time. Mr. Secretary, may I inquire: In your letter to me accept- 
ing the invitation to appear here, you indicated that you might want 
to be relieved by about 12: 30. 

Secretary Humpurey. If we are near finishing I would rather stay 
and finish although I have a 12:30 appointment. 

Senator Gore. Senator Thurmond? 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the distin- 
guished Secretary for his presence before this committee this morn- 
ing. Mr. Secretary, I am convinced that the consensus of this com- 
mittee is in favor of an Interstate Road System. It is just as you 
stated here, the question is how to finance it. We are having a great 
many differences of opinion on this particular point. Some feel that 
possibly if this Corporation is organized for the purpose of building 
roads, that this might set a precedent that would lead to the forma- 
tion of other corporations for the building, for instance, of power 
dams, or lead to other corporations for the building of schoo] build- 
ings throughout the country, or for the building of irrigation proj- 
ects, or for other purposes. _., 

I just wonder how you feel about that. 

Secretary Humpurey. I feel, Senator, that some of the things you 
mentioned it might be a precedent for. I am not sure that it would be 
a bad precedent. I think that some of the things you have mentioned, 
if they had earnings that could be counted upon, if they were going 
to make earnings, if the investment that was made would result in 
the generation of earnings, I don’t think that it would be a bad thing 
at all to have those earnings dedicated to the payment of the obliga- 
tions that were incurred for their purpose. 

I think that is a good way to get Government debt paid off. Asa 
matter of fact, I think that if you dedicated earnings to some of this 
Government debt, real earnings, dedicated to the payment of the debt 
that is incurred for the purpose of making the earnings, that you will 
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probably get that debt paid off before you will get a lot of other 
debts paid off. 

Senator THurMonD. In other words, if the Corporation 

Secretary Humpnrey. If those earnings are dedicated and can’t 
get away. 

Senator THuRMEND. In other words, if they are self-liquidating or 
semi-self-liquidating then there wouldn’t be an objection to just form- 
ing a corporation purely for the purpose of appropriating money 
which would incur permanent obligations on the Government ! 

Secretary Humpurey. Provided the obligations were kept in line 
with the earnings, and what they could properly assume. 

Senator THurmMoNb. Thatisall. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. I certainly congratulate the Secretary on his splen- 
did statement and answers to a lot of these very difficult questions that 
have been put to him. 

In connection with the point that the New York area pays more in 
Federal gasoline taxes than the State of Iowa, I suppose that is true. 
Certainly on a per capita basis it would be very much true. And that 
certainly would an to the State of Connecticut, my own State. 
We have been paying more in Federal gasoline taxes than we get back 
in Federal aid, and have for a long time. It would be to our selfish 
advantage, and I think to some other States, if the gasoline tax field 
were left to us entirely by the Federal Government. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I want to remind this committee of a statement 
from the governors conference report which was submitted to this 
committee when the governors appeared here, which brings out the 
point of Federal responsibility in this matter. They said this, on 
page 25 of that report: 


The National System of Interstate Highways, limited by law to 40,000 miles, 
includes only the most important of our many miles of roads and streets. Desig- 
nated by Congress to serve the national defense, the system includes our major 
road arteries of interstate commerce. In the event of war these highways would 
serve as possible routes of evacuation from our larger cities. The interstate 
System, in brief, represents that portion of our highway network most important 
to the Federal Government in meeting its responsibilities under the Consti- 


tution. 

I think that is the thing that we should keep in mind here, that 
this is the responsibility of the Federal Government and that is why 
the concentration is on the Federal highway system because that is 
the most important responsibility of the Federal Government at this 
time. 

Mr. Secretary, I presume that in the consideration of this bill and 
the possible issuance of $21 billion of securities, that you must have 
given some consideration to the possibility of marketing that large 
amount of securities ? 

Secretary Humpurey. That is right. 

Senator Bus. Did you consult with what one would call market 
authorities in connection with that consideration ? 

Secretary Humpurey. Yes; we did, Senator. 

Senator Busy. Do you feel that you had the best market advice 
possible ? 

Secretary Humpurey. We got what we thought was a sufficient area 
of advice so that we could rely upon it. 
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Senator Busy. Despite the fact that these bonds don’t have behind 
them the full faith and credit of the Federal Government, you believe 
that they are marketable and can be marketed in toto over a period 
of years ahead ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. That isthe best advice we can get. 

Senator Busn. Do you think they will carry a larger interest rate 
than the long-term Government bonds? 

Secretary Humpnurey. Yes; they will. 

Senator Busu. How large an increase in interest would you 
estimate ? 

Secretary Humrpnrey. I don’t think it is very easy to tell. Of 
course that will depend on market conditions for various kinds of 
securities and various 

Senator Busu. At the time? 

Secretary Humrnrey. Various maturities at the time. I would 
think that 1t would not be less than an eighth, and I would be surprised 
if it was more than a half. What it will be in between—I think it will 
vary from time to time as you market securities. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I know that the Secretary has an 
engagement. I certainly am very much in sympathy with his presen- 
tation. I think it has been a very fine one and I believe in the philos- 
ophy behind it. I think that he feels that the administration is cor- 
rect, that we need these roads now, and there isn’t any other way to get 
them except to borrow this money or else we won’t get them. 

I certainly hope that the committee will give fully equal weight to 
the views of the Treasury as it has given ‘to other witnesses before 
this committee, including our distinguished friend, Senator Byrd. I 
agree with what the Secretary has said about him. TI have the great- 
est respect for him. But I think in a matter of this kind there can 
be two points of view quite different about the propriety of issuing 
these bonds. I hope that the committee will give, as I say, equal 
weight to the Secretary’s views on that question as they have given 
to Senator Byrd’s. 

I have no further questions. 

Senator Gorr. Senator McNamara ? 

Senator McNamara. I havea few questions. 

T was interested, Mr. Secretary, in your statement that the auto- 
mobile excise tax was not a user’stax. Every time I buy an automobile 
I pay appr oximately $100 in taxes. I am a user of an automobile. 

Secretary Humpnrey. I regard it more of a purchase or sales tax 
than a user tax. 

Senator McNamara. That is a very fine distinction between a sales 
tax and user tax. Sales taxes are usually paid by the users. 

Secretary Humpnrey. That is right. 

Senator McNamara. I think the tax is most unfair, unjust, and an 
unfair burden on the industry, so naturally you can understand that. 

Mr. Secretary, on page 2 of your statement, near the bottom of 
the page you say: 

There is no doubt in my mind that this program should be handled on as close 
to a pay-as-you-go basis as possible. 

T certainly agree with that. You almost advocated an increase of 
the Federal gasoline tax to cut down the $1114 billion we would have 
to pay in interest on this $21 billion total. TI hope that you will ulti- 
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mately get to the point where you will advocate something to eliminate 
that $111 6 billion out of the $21 billion that we are going to have to 
pay for interest, for which we get no roads, no bridges, no culverts. 
That is the alarming part of this thing as I see it. 

Secretary Humpnrey. Let me point this out to you, Senator. Mind 
you I am not advocating paying interest. I would like to, and I think 
any prudent treasurer should advocate paying as near as you can as 
you go. But there are times when you can’t pay as you go, when it 
isn’t ‘prudent to do that, when it is prudent to get something ahead 
of the time when you can pay for it. But when you do that and when 
you do borrow money to get something ahead of the time when you 
would otherwise have it, don’t say that. you don’t get anything. The 
fact is that by paying this interest you will have roads for several 
years when otherwise you wouldn’t have them. Do you see what 
I mean? 

Senator McNamara. You mean it adds to our national wealth / 

Secretary Humrnrey. What I mean is this: that if you borrow a 

certain amount of money that will let you build 5,000 miles of roads, 

you will have those roads maybe 5 years and the use of them for 5 
years by paying the interest on that money, that you wouldn't have 
if you just built them a thousand miles a year. Do you see what 
{1 mean? 

Senator McNamara. But even on that basis 

Secretary Humpurey. So that you do get something for your inter- 
est money. You do get years earlier use of a certain number of miles 
of road that you otherwise wouldn't have. How much is it worth 
to you or to the people of this country to have the use of some roads 
because they borrowed money to build them today instead of failing 
to have the use of those roads until they could pay for them as they 
built them is something that you have to decide and everybody has 
to decide for themselves. 

Senator McNamara. When you put it on that basis in effect you are 
saying to me: “If I borrow $21 and pay $1114 interest to meet an 
emergency, it makes sense.” 

Secretary Humpurey. You will have roads for 20 years where you 
otherwise wouldn’t have them, for 15 years, or something like that. 
So you do get something for your money. 

Senator McNamara. You don't get any roads, however. 

Secretary Humpnrey. Oh, yes. You get them earlier. 

Senator McNamara. You get $914 worth of roads— 

Secretary Humrurey. You get more than $914 worth of roads. 

Senator McNamara. And $1114 worth of interest. 

Secretary Humpurey. No; the program provides for about $25 
billion worth of roads. 

Senator McNamara. I am still very much concerned with the inter- 
est. I think we are going to have to ultimately come up with a plan 
that will give us more than $914 out of $21 we borrow. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Secretary, I have but one other question which 
is submitted in the same good humor that not only characterized 
your appearance but I hope the entire hearings of this committee. 
Do you consider this financing scheme responsible or irresponsible ? 

Secretary Humpnrey. Mr. Chairman, if I didn’t consider it respon- 
sible I wouldn’t be here advocating it. I just want to say this: I 
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appreciate very much indeed the hearing before this committee. What 
I am trying to do, and all I am trying to do, is to help this com- 
mittee in reaching a conclusion of some kind to obtain what I think 
is a real objective that we should obtain. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I think that 
the principles which the Secretary has enunciated will be helpful to 
the committee. 1 think his emphasis upon the objective also. We 
may have some questions about the mechanics. 

Senator Gore. On behalf of the committee I wish to thank you 
and to say that you have made a contribution to our study of this very 
vital problem. 

Secretary Humpnrey. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. The committee is recessed. 

{ Thereupon, at 12:28 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 1955 


Untirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:28 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 
Present : Senators Gore, McNamara, and Neuberger. 
Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. The committee 
is pleased to have before it Gen. Paul F. Yount, Chief of ‘Transporta- 
tion, Department of the Army. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. PAUL F. YOUNT, CHIEF OF 
TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Yount. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement. 

Senator Gore. The committee will be pleased to have you present it. 

General Yount. On behalf of the Department of Defense may I 
express appreciation for the opportunity to present to this committee 
comments on public highways to serve the national defense. 

The Department of Defense does not consider it is sufficiently in- 
formed to advise on matters pertaining to the method of financing 
required highway improvements. It is believed other Federal agencies 
are better qualified to advise on these matters. Also the technical 
aspects of the problem with which we are confronted are clearly set 
forth in the recent message of the President or will be set forth in the 
Bureau of Public Roads report prepared in response to the provisions 
of section 13 of the Vedecsl- Aid Highway Act of 1954. Accordingly 
the comments and recommendations of the Department of Defense 
will, as in the past, be presented from the standpoint of advising on 
the foreseen highway needs to serve the national defense. 

To attempt to look forward for the life of a modern highway and 
advise on highways to serve the national defense is recognized as a 
most difficult task, particularly after we look back 30 years and com- 

are the then foreseen highway needs with today’s requirements. 
Further, it is impossible to predict the force or extent of an enemy 
attack or the exact demands that will be placed on highway transporta- 
tion in order to cope with it. There are, however, guides that are 
believed sound and dependable. Equipment for the modern Army is 
much heavier, harder hitting, and faster than was foreseen only a few 
years ago. 

The weapons of the future will be the fastest and hardest hitting 
that can be developed. The trend has been toward heavier weapons. 
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In this connection our objective is to distribute the military vehicle 
loads on the pavements and bridges so that defense highway require- 
ments are within the 1 requirements for efficient and effective hintow ay 
transportation to serve our peacetime economy. It is not foreseen 
how anything short of this can possibly meet our future defense needs. 

For many years all our towns and cities were developed with all 
principal approach highways and streets leading to one relatively 
small business district. Although there are, in most cases, roads 
around these population centers, they have not been improved to stand- 
ards that could carry the heavy loads that would be on them in event 
of a major disaster. In addition, these highways do not incorporate 
the principle of limited or controlled access so necessary for the con- 
trol of large-volume priority movements. 

In like manner, much of our rural highway system has been de- 
veloped to provide local service to the : abutting property. While this 
type of service road should continue to be prov ided, it will not meet the 
foreseen needs for large-volume movements of heavy traffic in the event 
this country is attacked with modern ee. 

Moving large numbers of people from one area to another as a civil- 
defense measure, dispersing our defense seit al industries and in- 
creasing the length of our highway-transport lines to feed them, and 
moving quickly large volumes of heavy military vehicles by highway 
from one area to another , are factors that were not considered when 
our principal streets and highways were established and the abutting 
property was developed. 

In the future we must consider these factors and build into a rela- 
tively small arterial highway system characteristics that will meet the 
needs of all three, or we will not be prepared to cope with an attack 
that is possible with modern weapons. 

In addition to the above, and more specifically, consideration has 
been given to Army, Navy, and Air Force installations; key industrial 
areas important to the national defense; principal transportation 
centers; routes considered to be of strategic importance in the defense 
of the United States; and efficient highway transportation. Based on 
these considerations and related matters, it has been determined by the 
Department of Defense that the National System of Interstate High- 
ways is the principal system of highways to serve the national defense. 

With the interruptions experienced 1 in the past, the series of 2-year 
programs is clearly not meeting the requirements for modern, limited- 
access highways. It is believed significant that to date not over 15 
percent of the Nation] System of Interstate Highways meets pre- 
scribed standards. The conclusion is believed apparent that higher 
priority must be given to the National System of Interstate Highways 
if the United States is to have a relatively small system of arterial 
limited- or controlled-access highways of uniform and modern design. 

It is the recommendation of the Department of Defense that such 
legislation as may be enacted provide for the completion of the Na- 
tional System of Interstate Highways as limited- or controlled-access 
highways in approximately 10 years and that this system be con- 
structed to approved uniform standards. 

In making this recommendation it is recognized that all highways 
potentially serve the national defense, but it is believed the other Fed- 
eral-aid highway system needs are of lesser immediate importance and 
hence of lower priority from the standpoint of national defense. 
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The Department of Defense believes that enactment of S. 1160 
would be best calculated to meet the objectives it favors. That com- 
pletes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Are there any questions, sir? 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, General. The committee is pleased to 
have the position of the Department of Defense. Who suggested to 
you, General, that you present the views of the Department of Defense 

General Yount. The Chief of Transportation of the Army has 
been for many years the representative of the Department of Defense 
on all matters pertaining to public highway needs, access roads and 
that type of activity. In those particular areas the Chief of Trans- 
portation of the Army is the designated representative of the Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

Senator Gore. The committee is very pleased to have you appear. 
You made a fine statement. But it would be interested in knowing 
whether this appearance was initiated by you, the Chief of Transpor- 
tation, Department of the Army, or whether your appearance was 
suggested to you by someone else. 

General Yount. I believe that the actual invitation from the com- 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, was addressed to the Secretary of Defense 
and referred through channels to the Chief of Transportation. As 
always in past years, he has been the representative and has appeared 
when the Department was requested directly by the committee. I 
believe I am correct that that was done this year. 

Senator Gorr. Your testimony then is in response to the invitation 
of the committee ? 

General Yount. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Rather than having been suggested by someone else ? 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gore. What would be the nature of military movements to 
cope with an attack? You refer to that on page 3 by saying: 

We will not be prepared to cope with an attack that is possible with modern 
weapons. 

What kind of attack, what kind of weapons are you referring to there, 
and what would be the nature of the military movement involved ? 
Not speaking now of the movement of civilians. 

General Yount. We would anticipate that there might very well 
be a need for the rapid movement of major military units, tactical 
units, from present training stations to endangered areas. As far as 
the actual possible attacks, with modern nuclear weapons, with air- 
borne elements, or with both, it is pretty hard to foresee just exactly 
— the pattern of any future war would be against the United 
States. 


It might be limited purely to bombardment or it might actually in- 
volve invasion. 

Senator Gore. By this statement, do you mean that you anticipate 
an attack other than by air missile? 

General Yount. There would still be the necessity for moving per- 
haps antiaircraft weapons, there might also be need for moving troops 
to assist the civil government. 


In addition, there may be need for the out-movement of troops to 
reinforce our overseas garrisons. 
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Senator Gore. To meet the exigencies which you picture would you 
need a road that was completely cleared of civilian traflic? 

General Yount. That I think would be determined at the time 
depending on what the requirements were. We do feel that we need 
a road which is not cluttered with abutting property usage so that a 
rapid flow of movement can be maintained. Whether it will be a 
mixed military and civilian movement at that time, I think would 
depend entirely upon the situation then existing. 

Senator Gore. I notice on the new highway from Washington to 
Baltimore there are signs, “In case of attack this road may be closed 
to traffic.” 

General Yount. That is not an action of the Department of Defense, 
Mr. Chairman. That is an action of the civil-defense authorities of 
the States. 

Senator Gorge. You have not initiated any such plans ¢ 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gore. The suggestion has been made to me, and I believe 
before the committee, that it might be desirable to have an entirely 
new systera of defense highways which, in time of emergency, would 
be completely closed to other traffic but which in peacetime could be 
available to civilian traffic. What would be the position of the De- 
partment of Defense with respect to that ? 

General Yount. I don’t believe there would be justification for that, 
Mr. Chairman, because it has been our constant opinion through the 
years that the needs of the Nation and the needs of national defense 
were essentially the same. I do not think that the Department of 
Defense would sponsor a theory that a portion of the Nation’s high- 
way system would be barred to all other usage, solely for the military, 
in the event of national emergency. 

There might be occasions when a local situation would require the 
total use of a highway for military purposes for a short period. But 
I think that would be the exception rather than the rule. 

Senator Gorr. You say that the Department of Defense endorses 
S. 1160? 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gore. But you say in your first paragraph that you are not 
peeparen to advise the committee as to methods of finance. Does the 

epartment of Defense not recognize that the principal feature of 
S. 1160 is a particular plan of financing highways? 

General Yount. My statement read, Mr. Chairman, that— 

The Department of Defense believes the enactment of S. 1160 would be best 
calculated to meet the objectives it favors. 

Senator Gore. Then I did slightly misquote you in saying that you 
endorse S. 1160? 

General Yount. I wouldn’t say that, either, Mr. Chairman. I 
would say we did endorse S. 1160 and we endorse it because we feel it 
will provide for the completion of the Interstate System at the earliest 
practicable date. 

Senator Gore. Then what does the Department of Defense mean by 
telling us in the first paragraph that it is not competent to advise the 
committee on methods of finance ? 
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General Yount. I think we can stand by both statements, Mr. Chair- 
man, because again we come to the fact that this would seem to us, in 
our judgment, to provide for the Interstate System at the earlier date. 

Senator Gore. What the Department of Defense is interested in, 
then, and what you as Chief of Transportation of the Department of 
the Army are interested in, is the construction of the Interstate System 
within a 10-year period. 

General Yount. Yes. Asa matter of priority. 

Senator Gore. And you do not endorse S. 1160 with respect to the 
financing plan ? 

General Yount. We do not feel that we are the proper agency of the 
Government to advise the Congress with regard to financing, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Then you only advise us of your needs and recom- 
mend that we enact a program that would meet those needs ¢ 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. We are stating to you the 
needs of defense as we see them. 

Senator Gore. I think it is good to have an understanding and meet- 
ing of the minds on these problems. Senator Neuberger ¢ 

Senator NeuperGcer. General, I would like to ask you several ques- 
tions if I can. You look at this entirely from the standpoint of 
national defense rather than whatever financial arrangements are 
made. Is that ocrrect ? 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you think it is strange that Alaska is not 
included in the Clay report ¢ 

General Yount. I don’t know what the specific directive was to the 
Clay Commission, Senator Neuberger. I think it was perhaps limited 
to the continental United States insofar as road improvement was cop- 
cerned. 

Senator Neupercer. What I am trying to get at, you came here 
strictly from the standpoint of national defense. I am not asking you 
about the directive. I am asking you about the road program for na- 
tional defense. Let me ask it this way: Don’t you think Alaska should 
have been included in the Clay report from the standpoint of national 
defense ? 

General Yount. I wouldn’t quite accept that, Senator Neuberger. I 
think the national defense has an interest in highways in Alaska. But 
I couldn’t comment upon the propriety or lack thereof of including it 
in the Clay report. We do have an interest in highways in any part 
of the Territories and possessions of the United States. 

Senator Neuvpercer. Isn’t it true that the President of the United 
States said recently that Alaska was so important to defense that he 
was reluctant to have statehood because vast portions of it should be 
military reservations. 

General Yount. There is one point I would like to call your atten- 
tion to, and that is that the roads that are in Alaska are under Interior 
rather than under the Bureau of Public Roads and have not been 
considered as part of the Federal-aid highway system and covered by 
the Federal-aid highway appropriations. 

Senator Neusercer. But the point is, isn’t it, General, that no mat- 
ter what department administers them, you are interested in it from 
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the standpoint of national defense. And if the roads are needed for 
defense presumably they are going to be needed whatever department 
administers them ¢ 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. The point Lam trying to get at, 1 am somewhat 
amazed that the Army is not interested in the road system in Alaska. 

General Yount. I don’t believe that is correct, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Yes, but you have endorsed completely a re- 
port or a program that doesn’t have anything for roads in our land 
area which is closest to the Soviet Union, and certainly the most mili- 
tarily strategic on this continent, I would think, even with my limited 
knowledge. 

General Yount. I don’t believe the endorsement is exclusive, 
Senator. 

Senator Neuspercer. In other words, they are taking these vast sums, 
they propose to take vast sums, General, that would monopolize all of 
our roadbuilding money, and spend it on this particular system, and 
there is no inclusion at all for Alaska. Don’t you think there ought 
to be some inclusion of Alaska in a report that would monopolize for 
many years to come our road-building funds ? 

General Yount. I feel that the failure to include Alaska, Panama, 
Puerto Rico and so forth, is not in itself a bar to construction in those 
areas, 

Senator Neusercer. But I don’t know of any collateral report sug- 
gesting expansion of the road systems there. In other w ords, we have 
heard now for weeks in this committee how important this is to na- 
tional defense. We heard that from General Clay, just collateral, we 
heard that from you, and yet nothing has been submitted about any 
roads at all in portions of this continent which belong to the United 
States that are within sight of the Soviet Union. 

You said you came here exclusively because of the national defense 
aspects. So I have not asked you about the financing. I know it is 
out of your jurisdiction. But if you are interested in national defense 
what about roads in Alaska ? 

General Yount. We would handle those separately because, as far 
as I know, both the bills under consideration really relate to the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Acts which over the many years have not included 
Alaska. 

Senator Nevpercer. Why hasn’t there been a collateral program, 
either from General Clay’s committee or from the War Department, 
to make use of some of these funds for roads in Alaska? Again I say, 
the proposal is to monopolize for many years to come our roadbuilding 
funds on this one system. We have had no suggestion that I know of 
of any expansion of the road systems in Alaska. 

General Yount. I am not competent of course to say why the Clay 
report did not cover that. Insofar as the appearance here today, the 
Department of Defense was asked to comment in connection with the 
two bills presently before the Senate. 

Senator Neusercer. I still would like to say, General, that it still is 
puzzling, when you came here strictly on a mission involving the 
strategic importance of these roads to national defense, that there is 
nothing, either from the Defense Department or in the Clay report, 
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about roads in our obviously most strategic area. Certainly according 
to the President. I still think it is rather peculiar. 

General Younr. They would normally be handled separately, 
Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. Again I get back to the point that this is the 
road program which will monopolize our roadbuilding funds for 
years and years to come and there is no reference to Alaska, If our 
colloquy here has helped to inspire the Defense Department to take 
some interest in Alaska as far as roads are concerned, it seems to me 
very strange, though, that we have a mission in national defense and 
you are very concerned about roads in the central part of the Middle 
West in the United States and monopolizing a lot of roads funds for 
that but no reference from the defense standpoint to Alaska. 

I have been handed a note from Mr. Sneed just now, a member of 
our staff, who said something I did not know, because I have had con- 
flicting committee meetings with the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee: that we had the Alaska highway engineer before the com- 
mittee wanting to get Alaska under the program. 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Would you support him in that from the stand- 
point of national defense / 

Generol Yount. We certainly would not object to it. The Territory 
of Hawaii and Puerto Rico are already included in the Federal-Aid 
Act. The only reason Alaska was not included is that Alaska high- 
ways have been under Interior for a great many years since it was 
turned over by the Army to the Department of the Interior many 
years ago. 

Senator Neupercer. You know how inadequate the road system is 
in Alaska ? 

General Yount. Yes, I agree with you. 

Senator Neupercer. I don’t know as much about national defense 
there as you, but I have been in Alaska many times and the road sys- 
tem there is fragmentary, it is just nothing. I haven’t brought this 
up before because we haven’t had somebody exclusively preoccupied 
with defense as you are before the committee. But now that you are 
here I would like to mention that to monopolize all our road funds 
and to use national defense as a justification and not to have anything 
for Alaska certainly seems to me upside down. 

That is all that I have, General. Thank you very much for your 
helpful replies. 

Senator Gore. Did you discuss this position with Secretary Wilson 
personally ¢ 

General Yount. No, sir; it was, however, coordinated with the other 
military departments and with the Secretary’s office. I did not per- 
sonally do it, sir. 

Senator Gore. It did receive the approval of the Secretary’s office? 

General Yount. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Thank you for your appearance, General, it has been 
very helpful. 

General Yount. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. The committee is pleased to have the distinguished, 
able, and promising senior Senator from Tennessee before it. 

61030—55 37 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ESTES KEFAUVER, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Senator Keravver. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gen- 
tlemen of the committee. I do appreciate the opportunity of appear- 
ing before this committee, headed so ably by my colleague and friend 
from Tennessee. 

My office is next door, and I have been observing the full hearings 
that this subcommittee has been giving to the problem of roads, and 
the great number of witnesses that you have had. I know that when 
the bill comes out it will be thoroughly and well considered. 

As you may know, Mr. Chairman, during the past several weeks the 
Armed Services Civil Defense Subcommittee has held extensive hear- 
ings on the state of our civil-defense preparations and the matter of 
roads has constituted one phase of this inquiry, and it has been per- 
haps the most talked-about phase in the many hearings before our 
subcommittee. 

In these hearings we have had not only the Civil Defense Admin- 
istrator, we have had mayors, we have had a governor and lieutenant 
governor, and we will have other public officials. 

My testimony today is not on behalf of the subcommittee. I am 
speaking only as an individual Senator. I am sure that every mem- 
ber of the subcommittee who has been present at these hearings—and 
that includes Senator Saltonstall, Senator Symington, Senator Smith 
of Maine, and Senator Jackson of Washington—feels that the problem 
of roads and highways in connection with civil defense has been sadly 
neglected and that while it is brought up late in these hearings, this 
committee should write into legislation some provisions giving special 
consideration to the problem of civil defense in connection with any 
road program that is going to be reported by this committee. 

The question of adequate roads from our tar get-city areas has been 
examined because we realize that evacuation is the only hope of sur- 
vival for citizens in target areas. Without exception, the testimony 
has been that thermonuclear weapons are now capable of wiping out 
the major portions of our target cities. 

In the hearings, the distinguished chairman of this committee being 
a member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and he is more 
familiar with this matter than I am, we were furnished by Dr. Libby 
with a chart showing what would happen to the target areas based 
upon his expert knowledge and upon the explosion in the Pacific, in 
the event of an atomic bomb; a diameter of 8 miles completely crater- 
ized and devastated, complete destruction within a radius of 7, 8, or 9 
miles, or a diameter of 14, 15, or 16 miles. 

The only alternative to being killed is to evacuate. I realize that 
the evacuation of the major cities is viewed by many as being imprac- 
tical because of the confusion and bedlam that might follow the warn- 
ing to leave. 

T may say to my colleagues that when we first started our hearings 
before the Armed Services Committee I had many misgivings about 
this proposition of evacuation. My misgivings were that there would 
not be adequate time, that there would be such confusion and chaos 
that many people would be lost in the rush, and that it is a physical 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 575 


impossibility, and that if you got these people out from the cities what 
would you do with them. : ; 

I went into the hearings before the Armed Services Committee with 
the idea—not my own academic idea—that perhaps we had better get 
back to the shelter program. But as we have gone on in the hearings 
I have come to the conclusion that the best chance of saving the 
greatest number of lives is with an evacuation program in view of the 
destructiveness of the new types of weapons that we have been told 
about. 

I realize that the matter of evacuation has this complexion also: 
the kind of weather you are going to have and how soon you can get a 
warning. In connection with warnings I think we have been making 
very good progress. That is, of course, classified and confidential 
material. 

I realize also you are confronted probably with the proposition of 
having to evacuate quite a number of our cities. You would not know 
which city would be the target area. We can only say that every life 
that is evacuated is a life that issaved. I frankly don't think that any 
of our target areas within the time we might have, that we are going to 
be able to evacuate everybody. If we can evacuate a large percentage 
it is worth the effort. 

I might note that prior to the perfection of thermonuclear weapons, 
it was thought cael could be protected by the erection of adequate 
shelters within the cities. This concept, of course, no longer has any 
validity. All civil-defense planning must now be based upon evacua- 
tion. This is the conclusion which has been reached also by the 
National Advisory Committee set up under the civil-defense law, com- 
posed of 12 distinguished citizens, at their recent meeting, that evacua- 
tion was the only program that had a real chance of saving a large 
number of lives. he key to any successful evacuation is, of course, a 
system of roads which will permit rapid exit from the target areas. 

The question of what kind of shelter, what kind of accommodations 
will be given the evacuees, how they will be fed and how they will be 
cared for, is of course academic unless we have an exit road system that 
will enable people to get out of our target areas. 

I was somewhat shocked to learn that in the preparation of the 
administration’s road program civil-defense aie were taken into 
account only inaitenialie, if at all. The fact is that nothing substan- 
tial had been done in the thinking or planning in connection with civil 
defense and evacuation, up to the time our subcommittee meeting 
started, by the executive departments, in connection with roads, by the 
Commissioner of Civil Defense or by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

The designations of authority, when they were recently made by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administrator to the Public Roads Administra- 
tion, through the Department of Commerce, were largely just for the 
matter of planning and did not designate authority or direction for 
the building of roads. I thought the designation was entirely too 
weak. ; 

The only reference to civil defense in S. 1160, the administration 
road bill, is in section 203 (a) requiring the Secretary of Commerce 
to consult with the Civil Defense Administrator with respect to stand- 
ards, This language does not appear too strong. It would appear 
that civil-defense needs could play only an insignificant part in the 
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administration’s road program since the program itself is based on the 
completion of the present Federal-Interstate System, which is already 
designated except for 2,400 miles. 

Regardless of the reason, the administration’s road program has 
come to the Congress without recognizing the need for prompt evac- 
uation of our target area cities and without any evidence that this 
aspect was seriously considered in planning the program. 

My purpose in appearing before you gentlemen today is to make 
available the information which has been received by the Civil Defense 
Subcommittee and to urge that in whatever legislation is reported out 
of this committee, recognition be given to the requirement for adequate 
evacuation routes. 

Mr. Braswell, of our subcommittee, who has done a fine job, is here. 
We would be happy to give the staff of this committee all the infor- 
mation that is wanted that we have gathered. 

The subcommittee learned from Mayor Zeidler of Milwaukee, and 
others, that in considering the evacuation of our cities and industrial 
complexes, road planning must take into account certain special con- 
siderations: 

(1) We know that new roads from the standpoint of civil defense 
serve little purpose if they lead from one target area into another. 
What is required is exit routes which will permit target area popula- 
tions to move out into the countryside and into areas where shelter of 
some sort can be provided from radioactive fallout. 

Highways leading from one target area to the other was well illus- 
trated in the Los Angeles area and New York, even between Washing- 
ton and Baltimore. 

(2) Road systems must be planned so that they will not cause one 
stream of evacuating citizens from one target area to run into a stream 
from groups evacuating another area. 

Senator Gorr. Do you mean by that that if they met halfway be- 
tween Boston and Baltimore a new target area would be created? 

Senator Kerauver. That would be another tar get area. That is one 
of the big problems we have in several of these cities that are close 
together. 


‘Senator Gore. I would like to interrupt your statement, and I won’t 
but for a moment. 

You have made a very valuable suggestion, I believe, or called to 
our attention the inadequacy of either bill from the standpoint of civil 
defense, from the standpoint of an evacuation policy, because the 
interstate roads do directly connect target areas. You have in mind 
more of a dispersal. 

Senator Keravver. I think all of these interstate highways of course 
will be very helpful. One, when you can get to them, and second, in 
the cases where they don’t run from one big city to the other. In Los 
Angeles, for instance, those great highways going from Los Angeles to 
Pasadena, or to Burbank, they are not going to help much because they 
just carry from one immediate target area to the other. 

In some cities, though, which are not connected with another large 
city, the big interstate highways would be of tremendous assistance 
provided 1 you have methods of getting to them rapidly enough. 

Senator Gore. Excuse me for interrupting your statement, That 
is a point of view that hadn’t been presented to this committee before. 
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Senator Keravuver (continuing). (3) It appears that one of the 
main evacuation bottlenecks is in the road system beginning at the edge 
of cities and leading to the main arterial highways. This system 
appears sometimes in an area not covered by either the Federal or State 
systems. It may be in a county complex. 

I think that all the roads provided for, particularly in the bill that 
you have filed, Mr. Chairman, S. 1048, interstate, urban, primary, and 
secondary, they all play an important part in the evacuation problem. 
Little secondary roads leading out into the countryside are of great 
importance, not just the big interstate ones. 

Senator Gore. Did you notice that a certain distinguished freshman 
Senator said that he would prefer to take an alley in getting out of 
town? 

Senator Kerauver. Alleyways certainly serve a good purpose. If 
everybody tried to use the big interstate highway they would have 
better luck in using alleys. 

Senator McNamara. The distinguished Senator was talking from 
experience. I would be glad to talk to anyone who has contrary ideas. 

Senator Kerauver. I am sure neither of the Senators has had any 
experience with alleys. 

I might note that there have been proposals for the placement of 
shelters along our highways as protection against fallout. This would 
very likely require wider rights-of-way than are presently contem- 
plated. Unfortunately, the Federal Civil Defense Administration has 
come to no conclusion regarding this matter and it may be too late for 
this consideration to be taken into account in planning the present 
program. 

I would like to suggest, among other amendments, that there be some 
authorization for the procurement of securing wider rights-of-way 
along those highways which may be agreed upon by the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator and the Bureau of Public Roads as being pos- 
sibly usable later on for the erection of shelters or civil-defense pro- 
tection. 

Before presenting my proposed amendments, I am only fair in say- 
ing that no one has determined the special road needs from the civil- 
defense standpoint. I want to stress that I do not think that this blame 
should necessarily be placed on Governor Peterson. I think that he is 
doing a commendable job under the circumstances. I do think, how- 
ever, that the Civil Defense Administration is not always given the 
stature in the executive branch that the civil-defense problem demands. 

During the early part of our hearing, when we found that there was 
not actually any compilation of studies by the States constituting tar- 
get areas as to what their requirements would be in the way of roads 
for expeditious evacuation of their people, we asked the Civil Defense 
Administrator to immediately send telegrams to mayors or the civil- 
defense heads of all the target areas, which was done. Most of the 
mayors have replied. Some few have made studies, some studies are 
in the process of being made, some have not made any studies at all. 
Very few of them are in a position to tell how much money would be 
needed to widen highways or to improve exit roads which would 
enable our people to be evacuated. 

So I was happy to note that the President, on March 18, submitted 
a supplemental request of $12 million for civil defense. Of this 
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amount $10 million would be for evacuation studies which would in- 
clude examining the problem of roads. There are some studies which 
would be helpful. 

I would like to submit to the subcommittee proposed amending lan- 
guage to S. 1048 and toS. 1160. 

Proposed amendment to S. 1048: On page 6, line 21, insert the 
following: 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of expediting construction, reconstruction, and im- 
provement of adequate evacuation routes in urban areas designated by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administrator as target areas, inclusive of necessary 
bridges and tunnels, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the additional 
sum of — dollars for fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and as an additional 
sum for each succeeding fiscal year thereafter up to and including June 30, 1960. 
The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the 
several States on the basis of need as determined by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator and in the ratio of estimated costs for each State as approved 
by the Secretary of Commerce to the total of the approved estimates of such 
costs for all States. The Federal share payable on account of any project under 
this section shall be increased to seventy-five per centum of the total cost thereof. 


Proposed amendment to S. 1160: On page 14, line 7, add the 
following: 

Sec. 202. For the purpose of expediting construction, reconstruction, and im- 
provement of adequate evacuation routes in urban areas designated by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administrator as target areas, inclusive of necessary 
bridges and tunnels, there is hereby atuhorized to be appropriated the additional 
sum of dollars for fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and as an additional 
sum for each suceeding fiscal year thereafter up to and including June 30, 1960. 
The sum herein authorized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned among the 
several States on the basis of need as determined by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator and in the ratio of estimated costs for each State as approved 
by the Secretary of Commerce to the total of the approved estimates of such costs 
for all States. 

On page 15, line 2, strike the words “national defense” and insert 
the following: 
evacuation routes in urban areas designated by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator as target areas. 

These amendments would authorize the use of Federal money for 
the purpose of establishing adequate evacuation routes in the urban 
areas which have been designated as target areas by the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator. The amount would be allocated to the various 
States on basic needs as Aare by the Secretary of Commerce. 

In the language proposed as amendment to S. 1048 the Federal Gov- 
ernment would contribute three-fourths of the cost and the States one- 
fourth. That proportion would apply to the enlargement, widening, 
or construction which would be done purely as a part of civil defense 
for the purpose of evacuation. This in effect would designate a new 
system of Federal highways in addition to the four already designated 
under present legislative authority. 

In other words, the new section should be added on page 4 for sec- 
tion 2. That is, if an exit road under the other sections would be 50 
feet, if for civil-defense purposes it was approved and found to be 
necessary all the way around that it be 75 feet, the additional 25 feet 
would be paid for on the basis of 3 to 1. That is just a suggestion set 
forth here. 

In the language to be inserted in S. 1160, the Federal Government 
would bear the entire cost. This would be consistent with the premise 
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of the administration’s bill since, under the 10-year period, there would 
be a total of $27 billion spent, of which $25 billion would come from 
Federal funds. 

In addition, I propose that S. 1160 be amended so as to provide that 
the Secretary of Commerce in a cenien the remaining 2,400 miles 
of undesignated mileage in the Interstate System would take into 
account the necessity oP clei evacuation routes from target areas. 

Mr. du Pont testified before our committee that the Federal Inter- 
state System was 40,000 miles, 1 believe, and that by virtue of the 
shortening of routes there was a surplus at the present time of about 
2,400 miles and he thought it might be a little larger. 

My proposal is that this 2,400, or whatever amount may be left over, 
in redesignating or reallocating those miles that special consideration 
be given to the civil-defense program. The amount to be authorized, 
in the amendment I sent up, is purposely left blank. This is a matter 
which will require study and completion of the survey by the Civil 
Defense Administrator. 

I am sure that your committee is the most competent group to decide 
that question. I do have a proposed figure that I would like to give 
for the two bills. Under the administration bill the amount is $27 
billion for 10 years. Twenty-four hundred miles of the 40,000 miles 
is undesignated. That is 6 percent of the total amount. If we take 
6 percent of $27 billion that is $1,620 million, which is just a figure 
gotten in that way, which I suggest might be a beginning figure to 
spend over the period of 10 years on this special civil-defense problem. 

I would suggest as a beginning figure in the administration’s bill 
$1,620 million. Applying that same formula to Senator Gore’s bill, 
the amount the next year is approximately $1,800 million, and 6 per- 
cent of that would be $108 million. So I would suggest that $108 
million for the first year be figured to at least start with as an amend- 
ment to Senator Gore’s bill. This was picked, and is not well gotten 
at. I do hope some amount will at least be included. 

I present these amendments not as being the final answer to the 
problem, but purely in the hope that the civil-defense aspect of the 
road problem will be thoroughly examined and acted upon. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to propose one other amendment which 
I do not have drafted, and that is that since this civil-defense matter 
is urgent and something should be done in connection with the com- 
mittee highway part of the program from defense and target areas as 
soon as possible, and also inasmuch as it is not possible really to do very 
much in the way of shelters and provisions to take care of people until 
you have the hy hways to get the people out of the cities, out where 
they are to be roy care of, that an amendment be included in the bill 
that is reported along this line: that to the extent feasible, to the ex- 
tent that it doesn’t interfere drastically with other necessary defense 
parts of the program, that any parts of the road, whether the Inter- 
state System, State, primary, or secondary, that those roads which 
pea help with the evacuation part of the civil defense be constructed 

rst. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity to appear. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Senator Kefauver. You 
have made a provocative and challenging statement. 

Senator Saltonstall ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Senator Sarronsauu. Mr. Chairman, I would like first to ask unani- 
mous consent of the committee to put in the record my short prepared 
statement. I ask that because it is very similar in a lot of respects to 
Senator Kefauver’s statement, and I think it would save time. 

Senator Gore. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SALTONSALL 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before the committee 
which is giving such careful thought to a number of proposals for improvement 
and expansion of our national highway program. 

I will take the time only to emphasize one aspect of this matter which I believe 
may not thus far have been given the emphasis I feel it deserves. I refer to the 
problem of the integration of our present and future civil-defense needs and re- 
quirements with any highway program which may utilmately be decided upon. 

Within the confines of the civil-defense problem, there is one particular feature 
which, to my mind, stands out clearly as the most important as regards the saving 
of lives, namely, the evacuation of target areas. As Governor Herter of Massa- 
chusetts pointed out so ably in his discussion of this problem before a subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee, our Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts, located in Federal Civil Defense Region No. 1, lies within an area 
which includes New York, New Jersey, and the New England States. This de- 
fense region has a population of approximately 30 million people, 22 million of 
whom live within specified, critical target areas. Of the nearly 5 million people 
in Massachuetts, 3 million are within such target areas and would have to be 
evacuated in the event of an attack. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly these words of Governor Herter’s as regards 
the evacuation of such an area. Federal Civil Defense Administrator Peterson 
has himself supplemented them in his own testimony on this subject. It seems 
quite clear that evacuation is now the No. 1 problem we face in civil defense and 
represents that area of planning to which our best thinking must now be devoted. 

As Mayor Zeidler of Milwaukee and Mayor Clark of Philadelphia also pointed 
out in their testimony before our committee, it is essential that the integration 
of our city streets and highways with outlets from the cities into the areas 
outside their limits represents a primary consideration and decision. We are 
all familiar in our own large communities with those bottlenecks against traffic 
which appear at or just beyond a city’s limits. Is it not most important, there- 
fore, from the standpoint of evacuation of our cities in time of emergency that 
provision be made for the clearing of such traffic bottlenecks? 

Commissioner of Public Roads du Pont in his testimony indicated among 
other things that in the national highway program being contemplated there 
were some 2,400 miles of “unassigned” roads included in the national highway 
pattern and plan. I wonder, with great concern, whether this total is anywhere 
near enough to meet any future evacuation need. 

There are many problems relative to our highway program, Mr. Chairman, 
which are being given very careful and detailed consideration by your committee. 
My sole purpose in appearing before you today is, however, to ask this single 
question: Must not the great civil-defense problem of evacuation of our cities 
be solved simultaneously and in conjunction with whatever highway program 
we may decide upon? I do not say that this must or should be done, but I do 
believe most thoughtful consideration should be given to it by your committee 
and all others actively concerned with our highway problems. 


Senator Sautonsrati. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the 
opportunity to be here. Senator Kefauver and I are appearing as 
individuals rather than on the committee responsibility because I 
think he and I both feel that this matter should be called to the atten- 
tion of this committee at an early time in their consideration of this 
very important highway problem. 
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I personally appear here today not with any suggestion for solution 
of the problem but rather to ask the committee to consider this ques- 
tion: Must not the great civil-defense problem of evacuation of our 
cities be solved simultaneously and in conjunction with whatever 
highway program we may decide upon! I do not say that this must 
or should be done but I do think most thoughtful consideration should 
be given to it by your committee and all others actively concerned with 
our highway problems. 

I cite that for this reason, among others, but it pinpoints it: Gov- 
ernor Herter of Massachusetts came before the Kefauver subcommittee 
and stated this: that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, located in 
civil defense region No. 1, lies within an area which includes New 
York, New Jersey, and the New England States. This defense region 
has a population of approximately 30 million people, 22 million of 
whom live within specified critical target areas. 

Of the nearly 5 million people in Massachusetts, 3 million are 
within such target areas and would have to be evacuated in the event 
ofan attack. ‘That pinpoints the problem. 

My first connection with civil defense came as a governor in 1941, 
immediately after Pearl Harbor. Immediately after Pearl Harbor 
when I was trying to see what as governor I should do to protect the 
population of Massachusetts I found that I had to deal with seven 
different Federal agencies. If there was a submarine outside of the 
5-mile limit it was the Navy. If it was within the 3-mile limit it was 
the Coast Guard. If it was above the high-water mark it was the 
Air Service Command. If it was from the air it was down in Long 
Island. 

I mention that because that was cured. Civilian defense at that time 
became a problem of protection from invasion along our shores and 
later in the war from the drop of a bomb. We had at that time a 
certain amount of coordination through former Mayor LaGuardia, 
who was the Federal Coordinator of Civil Defense. 

That war ended. In 1950, approximately, the matter came before 
the Armed Services Committee. Senator Kefauver was chairman of 
a subcommittee and I was a member of it, which reported out the 
present civil-defense law that is on our books. At that time it wasn’t 
a question of evacuation of cities. It was a question more of if a 
bomb was dropped, how to protect the people. ‘The idea was shelters. 
The idea was Red Cross supplies for medical purposes, and coordina- 
tion and a warning system, of course. 

Now that has been changed again by the so-called H-bomb with 
devastation caused within a radius of 8 miles. Also the question of 
the fallout from a radioactive bomb that is dropped. 

Now the theory is not so much shelters within an area that is attacked 
but rather to get that area evacuated. 

Mayor Clark of Philadelphia brought up the complications of dif- 
ferent States, Philadelphia being close to New Jersey and Delaware; 
different county agencies, different State agencies. 

Mayor Zeidler of Milwaukee brought up the question of Federal co- 
operation and how it should be done. Governor Herter pointed out 
that among other things, for instance, they say don’t drink contam- 
inated water. If you don’t drink contaminated water what do you 
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do to get it uncontaminated? All those questions are being considered 
by our committee. 

The fundamental one, as Senator Kefauver pointed out, is, How are 
you going to evacuate these cities? Mayor Zeidler said he could do it 

rhaps in 2 hours, with luck. Clark said something over 7 hours. 
poet tee the Lieutenant Governor of Georgia, who made a very fine 
statement to us, Governor Vanderveer, thought we could evacuate 
Atlanta in 2 hours. All those questions come on the road system, and 
on the authority on the road system. 

If you have a whole lot of spokes and alleys going out of a city, by 
coordination you can get people to the city limit. But there you run 
into the counties, there you run into the States, and there you run into 
the interstate and national highways that you are considering. If 
you come out of 4 different alleys and they tie into 1 State highway, 
that is 2 or 3 width highway, how are you going to get all those people 
out, and who is going to police them and who is going to tell them 
where to go? All those questions arise. 

Another question that arises is, as Governor Peterson pointed out, 
theoretically in my opinion but with perfect sincerity within his 
authority, how are you going to dig trenches along these highways, 
we will say to put in a hundred thousand people ? Tes get out a cer- 
tain distance from a big city—and I was visualizing it in Boston when 
I was home last week—you go from one community to another com- 
munity in our area in Boston, and you don’t get outside of heavily 
populated areas for something like 15 to 18 miles before you get out 
of our city. 

Suppose you put people in houses and barns and schoolhouses and 
churches, and see are about 50,000 left over. His idea was to put 
them in a great big ditch beside the highway, 4 feet deep and 2 feet 
wide. That would eliminate a lot of the fallout. How are you going 
to drain that ditch? Then his suggestion was to put them in great big 
concrete pipes. I said to him: “Mr. Peterson, if you put me in a great 
big concrete pipe I would get claustrophobia and have avessiaay 
within a block of me hollering and yelling because I was trying to 
get out.” 

All those questions arise. I have put them in a humorous way as I 
have tried to, but it is no joke to get int a pipe and craw] along for a 
couple of blocks. I don’t know if you have ever tried it. I have tried 
it a little. 

As I say, I think Senator Kefauver and I, as individuals, and as 
Senators who worked on this thing, feel it is very important for you 
gentlemen up here to consider this in connection with your problem 
that you are considering. Mr. du Pont, whom I see behind me, stated 
to our committee that so far as he knew no consideration had been 
given in connection with this big problem of roads to the civil defense 
side of it. None of these mayors who spoke knew of any consideration 
of it. One of the governors—I don’t think Vanderveer was asked— 
said that he knew of no consideration that had been given to it. 

If there are only 2,400 miles of free highways, as Senator Kefauver 
pointed out, in your whole plan, that is nowhere near enough to help 
in the evacuation of these cities. It becomes a tremendous problem, 
it becomes a problem that involves hundreds of millions of dollars. 
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Senator Kefauver has very roughly estimated it at over a billion 
dollars. I had no idea of the figure myself. 

I reiterate, and my only purpose in coming here this morning is as 
an individual Senator: It is to emphasize just as hard as I can to your 
committee that in consideration of this whole overall highway prob- 
lem which is involving a great many billions of dollars and which we 
are considering at this time in connection with the whole highway 

roblem for a number of years ahead, you do have this H-bomb prob- 
cin, you do have this question of civil defense which is in its very 
infancy as to how to take care of it, anywhere from contaminated 
water to evacuation to Geiger counters and all that type of problem, 
you do have this very fundamental one of how are you going to get 
people out of your cities after you build up these expensive radar 
warning systems. 

It is public knowledge that we have this system now in the edge of 
Canada. We have another in the north of Canada. We have ships 
in the Atlantic and the Pacific and so on. We are trying all the time 
to increase the warning system, to get the defense tactical planes in 
the air, and all those things. But they are not going to do any good if 
you can’t take care of the great mass of your civilian population and 
that is a problem for us in the Congress as well as it is to prepare 
our national security and all that goes with it. 

Mr. Chairman, IL will conclude by saying that Senator Kefauver 
and I talked this over. I think I speak correctly for him when I say 
that we appear here as individual Senators who have been studying 
this subject, who don’t pretend to know the conclusions. I would like 
to ask again this question: Must not the great civil-defense problem 
of evacuation of our cities be solved simultaneously and in conjunction 
with whatever highway program we may decide upon? That is a big 
question. I am not sure the answer is “Yes,” but I do know it should 
be given your very thoughtful and careful consideration. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Senator Saltonstall. Do you agree in 
general with the statement of Senator Kefauver that neither bill now 
pending before this committee gives adequate consideration to the 
civil-defense needs if an evacuation policy is to be accepted / 

Senator SauronstaLu. That is my understanding. 

Senator Gore. Would you further in general agree with his sug- 
gestion that we ought to give some consideration to the building of exit 
routes from our large cities over roads other than those on the Inter- 
state System ? 

Senator SALTonsTALL. I believe that you should consider, in connec- 
tion with your great problem, in connection with the Federal-aid to 
State highways perhaps more than with the interstate problem, the 

uestion of going through your cities and getting out of your cities. 
t wouldn’t go quite as far as my colleague has done in suggesting a 
specific amendment. I personally thought of offering a specific 
amendment or not, and decided I would rather leave the question up 
to you because I don’t pretend to have studied this highway problem. 
nator Gore. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much for your very helpful 
staternent, Senator Saltonstall. 

Senator Gore. Do you have a question for either of the Senators, 
Senator McNamara ? 
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Senator McNamara. I certainly think this is very timely, that civil 
defense and the highway program give consideration to their common 
problems. I think they are many, and I believe the civil-defense people 
have to do a tremendous job in the existing highway system, including 
the brandnew ones. For example, I have drawn a very rough sketch 
here to show a condition on perhaps one of the most modern in the 
country for evacuation purposes. You would use the Detroit setup, 
which is very new and cost about $8 million a mile to construct be- 
‘cause of the fact that condemnation costs about $4 million a mile. We 
have a condition in this new highway where [indicating | this is down- 
town, uptown, midtown and the main highway out of town actually 
going west, with this section up here being largely residential. Here 
is a feeder line coming in midtown, just a 2-lane highway coming into 
a 4-lane runway. To get across this main escape route going across 
town, west, all of this traffic from this side has to cross within a half 
mile, and at 55-mile speed limits which are normal. That is the exist- 
ing speed limit in normal times. 

This traffic here has to cross this complete highway to get to this 
side, and even with normal traffic going home in the evening there is 
a bottleneck here, a tieup. With people running for their lives, I 
am sure that traflic would be tied up completely here in 10 minutes. 
That is why I said I would get farther going through alleys—actually 
I would—than I would in this kind of system with people fleeing for 
their lives. 

I think the civil-defense people have a tremendous job to do in either 
killing this or working this out some way so this wouldn't occur at 
that time. Perhaps this should be an underpass to get across, as it is 
on the other side. If you look at it from a civil-defense angle, this is 
a tremendous job for your people locally when you have an emergency. 

A further comment, Mr. Chairman: A handful of roofing nails can 
render this whole thing inadequate, if you think about sabotage. A 
fellow could walk across one of the roof bridges and drop a handful 
of roofing nails and your traffic is dead. I think this is awfully poor 
reliance, actually, for escape or evacuation of cities. I think you have 
a tremendous job to do locally, the civil-defense people, to use the ex- 
isting highways. 

Senator Savronstaty. Mr. Chairman, I will say to Senator Mc- 
Namara that it has always been my thought that if the local and State 
governments aren’t willing to take the primary responsibility, the 
heavy responsibility of protecting their own people, the Federal Gov- 
ernment can never do it. It is a primary responsibility of the local 
government. 

What is government for if it isn’t for protecting the lives of their 
own people. 

Senator McNamara. I think that is right. As you are here today 
in a cooperative way in the consideration of roads for evacuation, 
certainly you have to have that cooperation all the way from the local 
authorities all the way up to the Federal authorities. I think that is 
all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. The committee appreciates the appearance on the 
part of the two distinguished Senators. The committee will hear 
Governor Peterson tomorrow, and is giving and will give very careful 
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consideration to this problem. The committee thanks you and stands 
adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a. m. 
(A statement received is as follows :) 


NATIONAL HIGHWAYS ASSOCIATES, INC., 
Salt Lake Citu, Utah, March 19, 1955 


Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: Herewith is the answer to our highway financing problems 
It is new but sound, equitable, constitutional, and its enactment advisable. We 
are submitting it to you as well as to the other members of the United States 
Senate and House Committees on Public Works and the State governors, 

If we can serve you further, we shall be pleased to do so, 

Sincerely yours, 
NATIONAL HIGHWAYS ASSOCTATES, IN¢ 
ARTHUR M. RIcHarpson, Secretary. 


UTAH STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
Salt Lake City 1, Utah, November 3, 1954. 


AN OPEN LETTER 


To His Excellency President Dwicut D. EISENHOWER, 
The White House, Washington, D. C. 


DrAR Mr. PRESIDENT: We are pleased to note that in July 1954, you sent a 
recommendation to the annual Conference of Governors at Bolton Landing, N. Y., 
for construction of $50 billion’s worth of new highways during the next 10 years. 
This proposed expenditure, as we understand it, is to be over and above the 
present tax collection, and is to be paid by additional highway taxes. Because 
this proposed plan, as announced by press, made no mention of how precisely 
the highways would be financed, the general impression was that gasoline and 
oil taxes would be increased to meet additional cost of construction. 

Now, however, the understanding is that your plan calls for the issuance of 
bonds, purchased by private finance; but we fear that to amortize this huge 
interest-bearing debt will greatly increase transportation costs to the motoring 
public. 

Outstanding revenue bonds for highways carry an interest charge of between 
2% percent to 4 percent. At a3 percent single interest rate on $5 billion a year 
amortized over 25 years, with $5 billion borrowed each year for 10 years, the 
total interest paid over the resulting 35 years would amount to $19,570 million. 
For this vast charge, not a shovelful of dirt or a pound of material would go into 
highway construction—it is entirely overburden. 

This assumes that each year’s borrowing begins to be amortized in the begin- 
ning of the second year of the life of the bond debt. The burden of such a plan 
is clear when we combine the total of interest and principal payments ($69,570 
million), which would add $2 billion a year for a period of 35 years to our pres- 
ent traveling costs. 

This debt-money must be collected from the public at a cost of the usual 1 cent 
a mile toll revenue, if toll roads are built. If financed by taxes, it would treble 
the taxes (present taxes would stay) on gasoline, oil, tires, and tubes (based 
on 1953 consumption). 

This revenue will come principally from people who work for their living, 
many of them commuting to and from their employment. Thus, the principal 
revenue will be derived from wage earners, agricultural workers, and salesmen. 
This revenue will reduce by a like amount the purchasing power of these people. 

Then there must be added to the $2 billion increase in highway travel costs, 
the amount of money required for upkeep of this new network of roads during 
this same 35-year period. 

Another fact to be considered is that no sure economic guarantee against 
business recession, unemployment, or depression has been found. Therefore, 
if these conditions should happen again, we should still be faced with the annual 
interest charge on the revenue bonds, They would continue to pile up interest 
charges until we were able to work our way out of the slump and use the roads 
sufficiently to make them pay their way again. 
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Another awkward feature of the purposed plan is that the revenue earning 
ability of the roads would demand that they be built principally in the States 
where the traffic is heaviest. Thus the plan would eliminate (excepting Cali- 
fornia) the 14 Western States where there are thousands of miles of inadequate 
highways which would not receive the benefits received by other States. It is 
in these undeveloped Western States that multiple-lane, divided highways over 
long stretches of the country are so urgently needed not only for safer, easier 
driving, but also for faster development of these sparsely populated regions. 
Roads through them are, moreover, essential to transcontinental travel and to 
the enjoyment of the people of thickly-populated States. 

It is easy to criticize, and it is especially common to offer criticism of an admin- 
istration’s plan; however, we are not making these objections to the proposed 
plan without having a substitute plan to offer, one that will, if enacted into law, 
likely save the Nation billions of dollars. 

The Utah State Federation of Labor has for several years been engaged in 
working out a sound and practical method of financing a system of multiple-lane 
arterial highways that will meet not only the present demand, but also one that 
will be adequate for the cars and the heavier trucks of the future. In January 
1954, the USFL announced a plan which will meet the problem of financing an 
adequate national highway system without the added burden of increased costs 
and taxes to the public. It is now anticipated that the USFL plan will be intro- 
duced in Congress. 

The plan will actually reduce travel costs. It calls for repealing the Federal 
gas and oil tax, and excises on tires and tubes (which aggregate taxes in 1953 
amounted to $1,060,249,556) and replacing these taxes with a use-tax, not to 
exceed $1 billion a year, for use of the highways built under the USFL plan, this 
would show a saving on the basis of the 1953 taxes. As the number of cars, 
trucks, and buses on the highways increased, the saving to the individual user 
would be further increased. 

The USFL plan provides a use-tax of $1 billion a year, to be plowed back for 
upkeep and for building additional highway. Thus a service would be rendered 
which would enable the building of $50 billion. (less money required for upkeep) 
of additional new national highways in the 25-year period. But it would cost the 
public only $25 billion, the amount collected for use of the new highways over 
this same 25-year period. 

This great saving would be possible through use of the Nation’s credit, interest- 
free, by supplying for use by the public, a medium (United States notes made 
legal tender at their face value for all debts public and private) for the exchange 
of goods and services, that has been paid (not loaned) into circulation for value 
received. This would replace the Federal Reserve notes now outstanding. 

It is the combined credit of all the people that makes up the Nation’s credit. 
Therefore, it is the people who should benefit by use of the Nation’s credit with- 
out having to pay interest on it. 

Now, Mr. President, a great many well-meaning persons will say that to put 
$25 billions of new currency into circulation to build highways would be inflating 


the currency in a like amount. But the USFL plan will not cause even a trickle 
of currency inflation. 


This is the reason: 

The Federal Reserve Banking System has borrowed from the Treasury $2614 
billions of Federal Reserve notes, using the banks’ paper collateral as a security 
to guarantee return of the notes to the Treasury. Thus 25 of the $26% billion 
of Federal Reserve notes, now outstanding, can be returned to the Treasury, and 
the banks’ collateral taken down as the new currency (United States notes) is 
paid into circulation. 

The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, said recently : 

“Under this system the volume of currency in circulation increases when the 
public’s needs become larger, and declines when they become smaller. In the 
latter case member banks, on receipt of currency from their depositors, redeposit 
it with the Federal Reserve banks, receiving credit in their reserve accounts. 
The Reserve banks can then turn it over to the Federal Reserve agents and 
redeem the assets previously pledged as collateral for the notes.” (The Federal 
Reserve System, 1954 edition, p. 90.) 

On page 191, it further states: 

“From its beginning, the system through its currency function has provided 
elasticity. The machinery for supplying currency for circulation when it is 
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needed and withdrawing it when no longer needed has proved adequate and has 
worked almost automatically.” 

The new United States notes which would go into circulation in paying for 
labor, materials, and other costs in construction of the highways will be deposited 
in. the banks—as would any other money in this kind of transaction. The Con- 
stitution has given Congress the right and the Supreme Court has upheld this 
interpretation (see Code 307 U. S. 247 and 309 U. 8S. 655) to issue legal tender 
currency. This will release the need for Federal Reserve notes in circulation 
so that they can be returned to the Treasury, and the banks’ collateral returned. 
Nothing is changed except the name of the currency in circulation and the man- 
ner in which it goes into circulation. 

It will not require calling of the loans which were responsible for the Federal 
Reserve notes now in circulation in order to retire them. Neither will it cause 
a recession of business by retirement of the Federal Reserve notes because they 
will be replaced, in full amount, by United States notes. The new notes will 
serve the same purpose in the exchange of goods and services that the Federal 
Reserve notes now serve, but with this distinction: No one would be paying 
interest on the United States notes—$25 billion—to keep them in circulation. 
Being a direct issue by the Government in payment for labor and material and 
not being sold for bonds, they (United States notes) would be free of the burden 
of interest ; and their retirement would come from use tolls. 

Perhaps not 1 man in 10,000 observes or cares, when he uses a $10 note in 
making a purchase, whether it is a United States note or a Federal Reserve 
note; nor does the ordinary citizen know the difference in backing, were he to 
observe. Both media will purchase the same amount of goods and services; the 
name on the currency makes no difference te him, for he is accustomed to 
handling both. 

However, by using the USFL plan, the taxpayers will save approximately 
$44% billion (this represents the $19%% billion in interest costs and the $25 
billion in United States notes which replaces the Federal Reserve notes now in 
circulation). Both you, Mr. President, and the Republican Party are pledged 
to save taxes, and this USFL plan offers savings which the taxpayers have long 
been looking for and expecting. Ordinary taxes can be reduced by stopping the 
wastes in foreign aid, etc. This is now beginning to be accomplished. But the 
interest tax on thé proposed long-term bond issues floated to raise funds for the 
proposed $50 billion highway program is not consistent with the administration’s 
economy program. That kind of tax just keeps eating up a good share of the 
wage earner’s purchasing power and without giving him anything in return. 

The USFL plan makes possible the building of more than 25,000 miles of cross- 
country highways that will save time, money, and gasoline and oil consumption 
with multiple-lane highways where they take the most direct route across the 
Nation. It will also provide aid in more rapid development of the West. 

The plan will also make possible the building of a heavy-duty lane in the high- 
way system that will accommodate heavy trucks and defense equipment, and 
thus reduce the cost for repairs of the automobile highway lanes. 

The labor supply is also one of the prime considerations in building a national 
highway system. Another consideration is the availability of raw materials 
and the industrial plants necessary to process the material into building mate- 
rials. America has that, too. 

We also have the important engineering know-how to do the job right. We 
have everything needed to do the job, Mr. President, except the medium of ex- 
change necessary to bring these forces together in the creation of new wealth 
for the Nation. Congress can supply this medium—currency—unburdened with 
interest. 

We are a nation of traders; we want to exchange our services for goods, and 
our goods for a medium which can be in turn exchanged for other services and 
for raw material. 

Our citizens desire the Government to furnish a medium of exchange which 
is not created by debt. The only sound, scientific, and equitable way to place in 
circulation such a medium that will comply with this hope is for the Treasury 
to pay legal tender currency in the construction of self-liquidating public projects. 

Then to regulate the amount of currency in circulation, the United States notes 
would be taxed out of circulation for use of the highways. If there is no unem- 
ployment, they should be held; if there is unemployment, they should be paid 
out for other needed improvements. 
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Among the many money laws which have been passed by Congress, none of 
them has provided for the Nation’s use of its own credit without the payment of 
interest to some private corporation or person. This, we believe, is wrong, since 
it establishes an unnecessary tax burden upon the people when building neces- 
sary public projects such as highways,. flood controls, and reforestation. Bear in 
mind that what we propose is not “printing press’ money but interest-free money 
issued solely in exchange for labor and material with “use toll” providing ade- 
quate retirement. 

Now, Mr. President, the wage earners, the farmers, the industrialists, and the 
businessmen will all appraise it as a “good deal” if you recommend the national 
highway plan to Congress. You can be sure that the American people will know 
how to show appreciation for the added purchasing power that will be made pos- 
sible by the enactment of this proposed legislation. 

Sincerely, 
THE COMMITTEE ON ADEQUATE HIGHWAYS, 
W. BE. DeWrrtT, Chairman. 
CHARLES B. Houtts, Member. 
Davip S. TANNER, Member. 


A PLAN PROVIDING FOR AN ADEQUATE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM THE 
TAXPAYERS CAN AFFORD 


(By Will Dew) 


Enabling Congress to authorize the building of an adequate national super- 
highway system, and to direct the issuance of legal tender currency in the amount 
of $25 billion for the establishment of a revolving fund to pay for the building 
and maintenance of a national multiple-lane highway system; to create a Board 
of National Highway Management, setting forth the scope and manner of the 
Board's operations and the power and duties of other persons charged with the 
construction and maintenance of the national highway system; to provide for 

i “use toll,” method of collecting the toll and disbursing the moneys so collected ; 
‘cman for the retirement of the non-interest-bearing Government and State 
bonds issued in the system of financing; repeal of the Federal gas and oil tax, 
and for other related purposes. 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) for the purpose of providing means 
for the financing of an adequate national multiple-lane arterial highway system 
Congress shall, immediately upon the enactment of this bill, notify the Comp- 
troller of the Currency, and thereupon it shall be his duty, under the supervision 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, to cause to be engraved, printed, delivered and 
held in trust by the ¢ ‘omptroller of the Currency, the amount of $25 billion of 
non-interest-bearing United States bonds. 

“(b) Such bonds shall be secured by the full faith and credit of all the re- 
sources of the United States, and shall be used for the full backing of a like 
amount of United States currency. 

“(c) It shall be the further duty of the Comptroller of the Currency, under 
the supervision of the Secretary of the Treasury, to cause to be engraved, printed, 
delivered, and held in trust by the Comptroller of the Currency, the amount of 
$25 billion in currency. This currency shall be known as United States Notes. 
Such notes shall have printed upon their face: “This note is legal tender at its 
face value for all debts public and private,” and shall have engraved and printed 
upon their back the obverse face and reverse face of the great seal of the United 
States of America. Such notes shall be used exclusively for the purchase of non- 
interest-bearing State bonds as authorized under this act. 

“(d) The States through which the national highway system will run shall, 
to derive the benefit of this act, issue non-interest-bearing bonds and upon the 
authority of the Board of National Highway Management shall sell such bonds to 
the Comptroller of the Currency to secure the funds necessary for construction of 
the highways through their respective States. 

“Sec. 2. (a) The State governments participating in the building of the 
national highway system are, by authority of this act, and in cooperation with the 
Board of National Highway Management, directed to call for bids and let con- 
tracts for construction of the highways 

“(b) Upon completion of the highways through each participating State, and 
when an accounting of the money used has been made, the State’s non-interest- 
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bearing bonds shall be returned as fully paid and cancelled by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

“Sec. 3. (a) A Board of National Highway Management is hereby created and 
established to organize and manage, in behalf of the Nation, a multiple-lane 
arterial highway system built to the highest specifications of modern highway 
engineering. The Board shall consist of fifteen members and they shall elect 
President and Secretary. Immediately after the Board is organized it shall 
divide the States into 15 districts, and 1 member of the Board shall be assigned 
to each district. 

“(b) A Board of National Highway Management shall be appointed, within 
30 days following the enactment of this bill by the President of the United States, 
thereafter, 1 member from each district aforesaid, shall be appointed by the 
senior members of the House of Representatives from the States making up each 
district, and shall hold office for a period of 4 years. Each such member of 
this Board shall be approved by the Senate and shall hold office until his suc 
cessor is appointed and approved by the Senate. The salary of each member 
of the Board of National Highway Management shall be $15,000 per annum and 
10 cents per mile for necessary traveling and subsistence expense 

“(c) Any member of the Board of National Highway Management may be 
removed from office by the President of the United States for misconduct 
office after proper investigation. 

“Sec. 4. (a) The Board of National Highway Management, in cooperation 
with the States, shall designate the number of highways to be built with the 
$25 billion United States note issue authorized under this act, also direct their 
location and course from one point to another to best serve the public and the 
national defense. 

“(b) The Board of National Highway Management may require, by purchase 
or by the exercise of the right of eminent domain, all requisite property and 
property rights necessary in the construction of highways built under this act. 

“Sec. 5. (a) All building of the highways authorized under this act shall be 
conducted under the name of the Board of National Highway Management 
The Board of National Highway Management shall be accountable to the Con- 
gress of the United States of America. 

“(b) The Comptroller of the Currency shall have general auditing supervision 
over the expenditure of money under this act. 

“Sec. 6. (a) The Board of National Highway Management shall notify the 
Comptroller of the Currency and he shall cause to be engraved and printed by 
the Treasury Department of the United States, suitable sticker-type stamps to 
be used on the windshields of automobiles, trucks, and buses, designating that 
the owner of such vehicle has right to the use of all highways built under this 
act. The windshield stamps shall be available for purchase by the public at all 
post offices throughout the Nation. 

“(b) The Board of National Highway Management shall fix the amount of 
‘use toll’ to be paid for each class of vehicle using the national arterial highway 
system. The sum total of the use toll collected shall not amount to less than 
4 percent nor more than 5 percent per annum of the $25 billion provided under 
this act. 

“(c) 1. The revenues earned from use of the highways and collected through 
the use-toll shall be used to retire the non-interest-bearing United States bonds 
used for collateral for the United States notes issued under this act. 

“2. The issue of United States notes, after the United States non-interest- 
bearing bonds have been retired, will be the debt-free capital of the public, and 


shall become the capital for establishing a revolving fund to fulfill the further 
purpose of this act. 

“3. The fund shall be used by the Board of National Highway Management to 
pay salaries and other expenses of the Board, and for upkeep of highways built 
under this act, and for the construction of additional highways. 

“4. The amount of money kept in the revolving fund shall be sufficient only to 
keep the Board’s commitments liquid. 

“Sec. 7. The act of June 6, 1932, (C. 209, sec. 617, 47 Stat. 266), as amended 
by act of May 10, 1934 (C. 277, sec. 603 (b-d), 48 Stat. 764, 765), concerning 
tax on gasoline, and the act of June 6, 1932 (C. 209, sec. 601 (c) (1), 47 Stat. 
259), as amended by acts June 16, 1933, (C. 96, sec. 4 (b), 48 Stat. 255) ; May 
10, 1934 (C. 277, sec. 603 (a), 48 Stat. 764), concerning tax on lubricating oils, 
are hereby repealed. 


61030—55 38 


a 








590 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


“Sec. 8. One hundred thousand dollars is hereby appropriated by Congress to 
carry out the provisions of this act, until the revenues earned from the highways 
have been realized. The Treasury Department shall be fully reimbursed for the 
funds advanced.” 


APPENDIX 


The authority to use an issue of United States legal tender currency in the 
building of a national-highway system is established in the Constitution and 
Supreme Court decisions. We are suggesting such a plan because (1) The Nation 
is in desperate need of an adequate highway system to meet the needs of present- 
day transportation. (2) The Nation’s economy is threatened by excessive taxa- 
tion. (3) The Nation’s and the States’ bonded indebtedness must be lowered— 
not increased. (4) Congress has the power to issue the money for the building of 
a national highway system and should do so. 

The provisions granting to Congress power over our medium of exchage 
(money) is found in article I, section 8, clause 5, of the Constitution: “To coin 
money, regulate the value thereof, and of foreign coin.” The Supreme Court of 
the United States in the case of Guaranty Trust Company of New York, et al., v. 
Henwood (307 U. 8S. 247), rendered this clarifying decision. 

“Under congressional power of Congress to’coin money and regulate the value 
thereof, and its broad comprehensive authority over subjects of revenues, finance 
and currency derived from other constitutional provisions, Congress was author- 
ized to establish, regulate and control the national currency and to make that 
currency legal tender money for all purposes, including payment for dollar do- 
mestic obligations with options for payment in foreign currencies.” And again 
in the case of Emery Bird Thayer Dry Goods Co. v. Williams (309 U. S. 655) : 

“Congress’ power over money is power to legislate wherever people’s welfare 
is served by regulation of this medium of exchange and extends to certain bul- 
lions used as money metals so far as proper to control effects of such bullion on 
money.” 

These momentous decisions leave no doubt that Congress is mandated under 
the Constitution and Supreme Court decisions to establish a medium of exchange, 
and may do so by paying legal tender currency into circulation on congressionally 
approved public projects, such as a national highway system. They say: 

“Congress was authorized to establish, regulate and control the national cur- 
rency and to make that currency legal tender money for all purposes,” and “To 
legislate wherever peoples’ welfare is served by regulation of this medium of 
exchange * * *.” 

This is the supreme law of the land declared to be so by the Constitution and 
the Supreme Court of the United States of America. 

Some may believe that in building our roads with an issue of United States 
currency would be feeding inflation. It will not cause inflation. The money 
must be earned—over quite a period of time—before it is spent. To the contrary, 
the banks when making loans to the Government and to the public create money. 
They monetize goods and property, and the Nation’s credit, by accepting such as 
collateral and then using money in circulation (bank deposits), to cash checks 
drawn against the banks’ credit, thus creating a new medium of exhcange which 
may be used to take consumer goods off the market. The banks, therefore, may 
cause either inflation or deflation in the present custom of doing business. 

Marriner S. Eccles, former Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board said: 

‘The power to create money and regulate the value thereof has always been 
an atribute of a sovereign power. * * * The development of deposit banking, 
however, introduced into the economy numerous private agencies which have 
the power to create and destroy money without being recognized as creators and 
destroyers of money by the government or by the people.” 

Shall we have, under this new plan, an adequate national highway system and 
reduced taxes, or will we muddle along with increasing taxes and bonded indebt- 
edness under a system that spells high travel cost and a shocking number of 
accidents? 4 


(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the hearing was adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Thursday, March 24, 1955.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1955 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusuic Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore presiding. 

Present : Senators Gore (presiding) , Martin, and Case. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. ‘The committee 
is pleased to have before it Gov. Val Peterson, Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator. 

Governor Peterson, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. VAL PETERSON, ADMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL 
DEFENSE, ACCOMPANIED BY HAL AITKEN, EXECUTIVE ASSIST- 
ANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMIN- 
ISTRATION 


Mr. Pererson. Thank you, sir. If it pleases you, I have a rather 
short formal statement here I should like to present, and possibly 


amplify it further with some other remarks. 

Senator Gore. Very well. 

Mr. Peterson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
pleased to be here at your request. My interest in appearing before 
you is to discuss the necessity for highway improvements to forward 
our civil-defense program. 

The President, in my opinion, has stated the need for a stepped-up 
road program in incontrovertible terms. 

His message of February 22 on the roads program said that action 
“quick and forward looking, is needed,” for as he pointed out— 
in case of atomic attack, the road net must permit quick evacuation of target 
areas, mobilization of defense forces and maintenance of every essential func- 


tion. But the present system in critical areas would be the breeder of deadly 
congestion within hours of an attack. 


In appearances before the Armed Service Committees of both 
Houses and before the House Appropriations Committee, I have 
emphasized that we must evacuate the cities of America in case of 
atomic attack. 

The attractiveness of American centers of population and industry 
as target areas is obvious when one realizes that one-quarter of the 
population of the United States is concentrated in our 12 largest cities 
and their immediate environs. 

Nearly 70 million people live in the 92 cities included in our 70 
critical target areas. In the light of destructive forces several hun- 
dred times more powerful than the bomb which exploded over Hiro- 
shima, we evolved the policy of evacuation of our cities. 
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There was no alternative. No one near the point of release of this 
terrific force can survive. The acceptance of this policy is increasing 
rapidly throughout America as cities take steps to make it operational. 

At present, anticipated warning time would not be sufficient to per- 
mit complete evacuation from the densely populated areas of all prin- 
cipal cities. However, even with increased warning time, many cities 
cannot be completely evacuated because of inadequate highways. 

With some 70 million people to be evacuated from probable target 
areas in case of threatened or actual attack our States, cities, and 
counties do not have highway facilities equal to this task. The rapid 
improvement of our highway facilities is therefore, vital as a civil- 
defense measure. 

A highway program that will provide for the improvement of high- 
ways critically needed for peacetime use will furnish an important 
service in the event of a civil-defense emergency. The administra- 
tion’s highway program proposes that $25 billion be made available to 
finance improvements on the National System of Interstate Highways. 

The rural portion of this system, particularly in the more densely 
populated areas, and virtually all of the urban portions of such system 
will constitute the backbone of the highway system required for civil- 
defense purposes. 

In 1954 the Federal Civil Defense Administration contracted with 
Wilbur Smith Associates and the Northwestern Traffic Institute to 
make an evacuation study of the Milwaukee metropolitan area with 
a population of 1,010,000. A copy of that study has been furnished 
the chairman of this committee. 

That report. shows the estimated number of people that could be 
evacuated during various periods of time and under various weather 
conditions. It shows these things with the present street and highway 
system in the area, and it shows how the numbers of evacuated people 
could be increased by improvements to the highway systems. 

For example, with 3 hours’ warning time and with the probable 
performance during night time emergency, it is estimated that the 
following results could be obtained: Using the existing routes that 
would be available now , 600,000 people could | be evacuated. 

I might say here, Mr. Chairman, the study showed that i in the day- 
time under ideal conditions, we could remove 600,000 in 2 hours and 
800,000 people in 3 hours with the present road ‘system, but that it 
would take us 7 hours to get everybody out with the present road sys- 
tem. We may not have 7 “hours. We may have just 3 to 4 to 6 hours. 

Then with the first stage improvements, which are estimated to 
cost. $321,000 and includes certain administrative regulations, we could 
remove 615,000 in 3 hours under nighttime conditions. 

It might be advisable if it meets the chairman’s pleasure to include 
a very short chapter from this report in the record. It is chapter 8, 
and I think it is about 7 pages long, double spaced. It discusses this 
material that forms the foundation for this table and gives this mate- 
rial in detail. 

Senator Gore. Without objection it will be included in the record. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


CHAPTER 8. HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS 


Since the time required to evacuate the Milwaukee area is an inverse function 
of the capacity of routes used, measures that are taken to increase this capacity 
may be expected to improve the performance of the movement. In view of the 
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high casualty percentages in the zones of A and B damage, improvements to 
routes in, between, and from these zones will result in greater savings of life 
than improvements more remote from ground zero. 


A. EXISTING ROUTES 


Condition diagrams of the selected evacuation routes were analyzed to deter- 
mine present capacities and the location and nature of bottlenecks, and a sched- 
ule of improvements has been set up on a priority basis as shown in table V. 
As a practical matter, the recommendations have been influenced strongly by nor 
mal highway needs, for the feasibility of a given project is increased if it has 
both normal and emergency justification. 

In establishing the sequence of improvements, the elimination of limited 
capacity restrictions has been placed in the first stage, along with the regulation 
of parking practice along specific sections of some streets to insure the avail- 
ability of particular curb lanes for traffic flow. The total cost of first stage im- 
provements is of such magnitude that they might well be undertaken within 
existing structures of highway finance. 

The second stage includes major capacity increases gained by extensive route 
widening, and most of the projects included have direct justification in normal 
highway needs. <A group of third-stage improvements was investigated and 
reported in the earlier report, The Milwaukee Evacuation Study—A Preliminary 
Statement. Analysis of those improvements showed their expense to be consid- 
erable, and their effect on traffic performance negligible. They are not included 
here, therefore, and the second-stage work is felt to represent the most that 
should be done with existing facilities. 


B. FREEWAYS 


In order to investigate the cost and effect of an extensive system of limited- 
access highways on the evacuation movement, a network of freeways especially 
suited to evacuation is presented here in figure 16. A system of expressways is 
planned for Milwaukee, but this system lies entirely within the zone of A damage. 
The freeway network shown here connects with the expressways where possible 
and with high quality surface streets otherwise; and passes fur enough into the 
safe area to discharge its traffic load without undue interference with other 
evacuation streams. It is located so as to supplement routes serving movement 
to the southwest to a greater extent than those to the north or northwest, for the 
southwestern sector is most deficient in available routes. 

Five routes are shown radiating from the city. One taps North Green Bay 
Road and goes northwestward to West Bend. Proceeding in counterclockwise 
order, the next route begins at North Avenue and ends west of Hartford. The 
next freeway connects with the Milwaukee East-West Expressway and runs 
southwest almost to Eagle. Another route begins at the southern end of the 
Milwaukee 44th Street Expressway, terminating near Muckwonago on the south- 
west. The last line starts in South Milwaukee and ends west of Waterford. 

These 5 routes comprise a total of 130 miles, excluding all expressway length. 
At an estimated cost for adequate right-of-way and construction of $600,000 per 
mile, the total system cost would be $78 million. 


C, PERFORMANCE 


Performance curves for first and second stage and freeway improvements have 
been plotted, and in figure 17 they are compared with the curve for existing 
routes previously shown as figure 10. The conditions assumed are those for 
probable performance—night emergency, except in the capacity value used for 
the freeway system. It is expected that the type of construction envisioned would 
provide 4 main travel lanes of 1,000 vehicles per lane per hour capacity, and 2 
lanes on stabilized shoulders that would accomodate 500 vehicles per hour each. 

It is significant to notice from the curves that first-stage improvements better 
existing routes materially throughout the entire range in time, and clear the 
evacuation area about one-half hour earlier. The second stage gives an even 
more marked improvement, particularly in the 2- to 6-hour range of time. The 
total area still takes 9 hours to empty, but an 800,000 survivorship is reached 
after 4 hours. Performance with freeway development is quite impressive, bet- 
tering all other conditions evaluated by clearing the area in 5% hours; and its 
performance during the early part of the warning period is only exceeded by the 
curve representing strategic evacuation. After a warning period of 3 hours, 
800,000 people survive. 
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TasLe V.—Priority and estimated cost of improvements to eristing routes 


| First stage 


Improvements 


| Bridge the Milwaukee River east | $200,000 
of Theinsville. 


Place time limit on parking along | 
Teutonia Ave. between Ruby 
St. and Hampton Rd. 


} 

| Place time limit on parking along 
Hopkins Rd. between Congress 
St. and Silver Spring Dr. 


Widen County Trunk J from 16 feet | 
to 24 feet for 1 mile west of W-100. 

Place time limit on parking along 
State St. and Menomonee Dr. | 
between 68th St. and North Ave. 


Place time limit on parking along 
Wisconsin Ave. between Hawley | 
Rd. and Glenview Ave. 

Place time limit on parking along 
St. Paul Ave. between 12th St. | 
and 35th St., and along National 
Ave. between 44th St. and 
Lincoln Ave. Widen bridge over 
Fox River from 1 to 2 lanes. 

Place time limit on parking alon 
Beloit Rd. between Greenfiel 
Ave. and the Chicago & North 
Western R. R. 

Place time limit on parking along | 
llth St., Mitchell St., and Forest 
Home Ave. between National | 
Ave.and Lincoln Ave. 


Place time limit on parking along 
6th St., Mitchell St., and Wind- 
lake Ave. between Bruce St. and | 
16th St. 








Second stage 


Improvements 


| Widen W-32 from 3 to 4 lanes between 


Mill Rd. and Port Washington. 
Surface gravel town road between 
W-167 and Holstein Rd. 


_........| Widen W-57 from 2 to 4 lanes between 


Congress St. and Mequon. 
Widen Teutonia Ave. between Silver 
Spring Dr. and Calumet Rd., Cal- 





“91,000 | 


100 from 2 to 3 lanes. 


| Widen Hampton Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes 


between Sherman Ave. and North 
64th St. Place time limit on park- 


umet Rd. between Teutonia Ave. | 
and North 43d St., and North 43d | 
St. between Calumet Rd. and W- | 


| Cost 
| $904, 000 
91, 000 
| 1, 293, 000 
194, 000 


ing along North 64th St. between | 


Hampton Rd, and Silver Spring Dr. 


Widen Fond du Lac Ave. from 2 to 4 | 
lanes between 60th St. and Silver | 


Spring Dr. Widen Fond du Lac 


Ave. from 2 to 4 lanes between 91st | 


St. and W-100. 


| Widen Lisbon Ave. from 2 to 6 lanes 
| between 91st St. and Capitol Dr. 


| Widen Burleigh St. from 2 to 6 lanes 


between Colonial Dr. and W-100. 


__| Widen County Trunk M from 2 to 4 


lanes between Menomonee Pkwy. 
and County Trunk 8S. Grade 
separate Chicago, Milwaukee, St. 
Paul & Pacific R. R. % mile west of 
County Trunk YY 


..| Widen and stabilize shoulderson U.S. 


16 and 18 between County Trunk O | 


and Goerkes Corner. 


between Lincoln Ave. and W-100. 


| Widen Beloit Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes 


between 72d St. and W-100. 


Widen County Trunk BB from 2 to 4 
lanes between U.S. 41 and W-36. 
Widen and stabilize shoulders on 
W-36 between County Trunk BB 
and W-100. 

Widen County Trunk U from 18 feet 
| to 24 feet and stabilize shoulders 
between W-100 and the town road 
north of Kneeland. Widen 16-foot 
gravel town roads to 24 feet and 
stabilize. 
| Widen W-100 from 2 to 3 lanes from 
Chicago Ave, to W-38. Widen and 
stabilize shoulders on W-38 for 2 
miles north of County Trunk H and 
G. Stabilize County Trunk G for 
2.7 miles east of County Trunk U. 





Widen National Ave. from 2 tc 4 lanes | 


246, 000 


Widen Forest Home Ave. from 3 to 4 | 
lanes between 43d St. and W-100. 





EXPRESSWAY SYSTEM 
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EXISTING ROUTES 
—-—=<— FIRST STAGE 
—--—— SECOND STAGE 
—--—— FREEWAY STAGE 


ESTIMATED NUMBER OF SURVIVORS 
(IN THOUSANDS) 


3 4 5 6 7 8 


TIME FROM WARNING UNTIL EXPLOSION 
(IN HOURS) 


EFFECT OF ROUTE IMPROVEMENT 
(PROBABLE PERFORMANCE - NIGHT EMERGENCY) 


WILBUR SMITH @& ASSOCIATES 


CHAPTER 9. CONCLUSIONS 


The findings that have been presented in this report are specific to the Mil- 
waukee area. Not enough is now known about the evacuability of cities to 
justify the blanket application of the characteristics and performance developed 
here to other areas. However, some general observations do seem in order. 

Planning the tactical evacuation of an urban area, although a complex and 
difficult problem, can apparently be approached by application of techniques now 
used in other fields. 

There are specific measures that can be taken to expedite the flow of people 
from cities and thereby save their lives. These include route improvement and 
construction, as well as preconditioning of the populace. 

The prewarning dispersal of any substantial portion of the population to safe 
areas not only assures survival of the group so dispersed, but also facilitates 
tactical evacuation of the people remaining in the city. 

Any evacuation is better than no evacuation. 
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State of Wisconsin : 
Office of Civil Defense 
Highway Commission 
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The Transport Co. 
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad Co. 
Chicago and North Western Railway System 

Oscar Sutermeister, planning consultant of Bethesda, Md., contributed to 
definition of the vulnerable area; and David F. Votaw of Yale University devel 
oped methods for the statistical treatment of the data. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, looking at this table which Governor 
Peterson has shown, it appears that if we spend $6,629,000, we might 
save the lives of 80,000 people and for the expenditure of $78 million, 
we might save 225,000 me: 

Mr. Prrerson. That is correct. And, in the first stage, by expend- 
ing only $310,000, they could step the thing up so that 615,000 people 
would get out at night in 3 hours; and, as I stated before, by expending 
$6,629,000, we might save the lives of some 80,000 more people. 

Then the next step would be the construction of a freeway system 
essentially outside the city proper which involves the improvement 
of about 130 miles and a total estimated expenditure of $78 million, 
which would build a system of freeways of the type that cities will 
have to have in the atomic age if we are serious about survival and 
feel that the threat is as serious as I feel it is. 

This material that the chairman is including in the record of this 
hearing, carries this map and shows this $78 million, and over here 
[indicating on the mal is the present Milwaukee Freeway, which, 
you see, is very restricted right in the downtown area. 

This road would lead the people out into the edges of the city, and 
out into the country, which is the thing that must be accomplished. 

The significance of this summary is that with an expenditure of 
about $6,950,000 and an assumed warning time of 3 hours, it is esti- 
mated that at least 80,000 people might survive an atomic attack who 
would otherwise die. 

The freeway system proposed in this report would in part connect 
with a system of expressways already planned for Milwaukee. The 
freeways would also connect with other major streets. 

The other point is that if the freeway system proposed in the report 
were built, most of which would be located outside the city, an esti- 
mated 145,000 additional people would survive an attack of the magni- 
tude assumed in the report. 

On March 18, 1955, the President transmitted a request to the Con- 
gress for the appropriation of $12 million for financing civil-defense 
surveys, such as the Milwaukee study. 

The technical assistance of the United States Bureau of Public 
Roads, the State highway departments, the cities, and counties will be 
sought in undertaking such surveys. When complete, they will fur- 
nish a realistic base on which to determine deficiencies in our highway 
system. 

The surveys, among other things, will be designed to show the rela- 
tionship between the cost of eliminating such deficiencies and the 
estimated number of lives that can be saved by evacuation. 

Until such surveys are complete, there is no acceptable method for 
correlating in definite terms the civil-defense needs with this proposed 





598 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


legislation except to note that all improvements to our highway and 
street systems in and near the Nation’s target cities will save lives in 
the event of a civil-defense emergency. 

(The supplemental request referred to is as follows :) 


[S. Doe. No. 14, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANSMITTING 
A PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE 
ADMINISTRATION, Fiscal YEAR 1955, AMOUNTING TO $12 MILLION 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, March 18, 1955. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Srr: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Con- 
gress a proposed supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1955 in the 
amount of $12,000,000 for the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

The details of this proposed appropriation, the necessity therefor, and the 
reasons for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations 
thereon I concur. 


Respectfully yours, 
DwicHt D. EISENHOWER. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D.C. March 17, 1955. 
The PRESIDENT, 


The White House. 


Srr: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1955 in the amount of $12,000,000 
for the Federal Civil Defense Administration, as follows: 


“INDEPENDENT OFFICES 


“FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


“Survey, Plans, and Research 


“For expenses, not otherwise provided for, necessary for studies and research 
to develop measures and plans for evacuation, shelter, and the protection of life 
and property, as authorized by section 201 (d) of the Federal Civil Defense Act 
of 1950, as amended, including services as authorized by section 15 of the Act of 
August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8. C. 55a), $12,000,000, to remain available until expended.” 

The above-mentioned section of the Civil Defense Act of 1950 authorizes the 
Administrator to develop civil defense measures to afford protection to life and 
property, including research and studies as to the best methods of treating the 
effects of attacks. 

This proposed supplemental appropriation is necessary to develop evacuation, 
shelter, and operational plans for cities in critical target and related areas of 
danger, and to conduct research into the most pressing problems resulting from 
radiological fallout in order to determine prompt and effective measures to meet 
such hazards. 

This proposed supplemental appropriation was not included in the budget 
because data concerning the extent and nature of results of thermonuclear ex- 
perimentation had not been sufficiently evalulated to permit the formulation of 
an estimate until after the budget was submitted. 

I recommend that the foregoing proposed supplemental appropriation be trans- 
mitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
ROLAND HUGHES, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


Senator Gorr. Thank you, Governor Peterson. 
After I had expressed some reservations about the program of 


evacuation, you kindly sent me a copy of one of your evacuation 
studies, which I have considered carefully. 
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I have wondered what could be done with people in the concentrated 
areas, even if evacuated. Suppose that in the dead of winter, you 
undertook to evacuate New York, Wilmington, Baltimore, Philadei- 
phia, and Washington. 

Would you think there might be a possibility of losing more lives 
that way from a possible enemy attack ! 

Mr. Pererson. No, I think not, Senator. In the first place, if a 15- 
million-ton weapon were dropped on the District of Columbia today— 
and I am inclined to think that by the time the third world war starts, 
that would not be a particularly big one, it could well be more, because 
the scientists are making these things bigger and more destructive 
and cheaper by the hour—there would be a radius of total destruction 
of 4 miles. In other words, it would fractionalize buildings like this, 
pulverize them, and create a radius of destruction of 4 miles. That 
is a diameter of 8 miles. That is complete obliteration of the District 
of Columbia. 

In addition to that, there is a ring of 4 miles in heavy damage; a 
third ring of 4 miles of moderate damage; and a fourth ring of light 
damage. 

In other words, it is a 16-mile radius of destruction, but in this area 
of total obliteration it would mean that this Senate Office Building 
would be gone, if this were the target point, and there would be a crater 
here 175 or 200 feet deep. 

Now to ask the people of the United States to stay in cities of that 
type is simply to ask them to commit suicide; so anything you do to 
get them out of that gives them an opportunity to live. 

Now, when you get them out into the country—and the problem you 
raise is a serious and fundamental one—what you do with them may 
well depend on the weather. With the fallout hazard, we must get 
these people under shelter. 

Of this money that the administration is asking the Congress for— 
as a matter of fact, I appear tomorrow before the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee—$10 million is to make a study of every one of the 
92 target areas in America for 3 broad purposes: first to get the sort 
of data on how to evacuate them, determining the adequacy of roads, 
and that sort of thing. 

The second step is to determine the exact number of people that 
must be moved out of the areas of total obliteration and severe damage. 

If you live in Washington, D. C., and you are 10 or 11 or more miles 
from the Capitol Building, which is the assumed aiming point, the 
best thing in the world I know of that you could do would be to dig a 
backyard shelter and get 3 feet of dirt over your head; and if you had 
the money, put in some concrete reinforced with steel, which would 
give you complete protection against the radiation and against the fire. 

Also, with the reinforced concrete you would get a great degree of 

rotection against the blast itself. Actually if you were an individual, 
ft think maybe a foolhardy one, you could gamble on this thing, and 
you could build a shelter within about 5 miles—one of my scientist 
friends says 4— of the center of detonation. 

In other words, you can build shelters, not at the center of the 
detonation and live, but just a little way away. Now the best thing 
those people can do is dig in. I would judge, and this is only a guess, 
until we get these surveys, that we will find that number would be 
about 30 percent. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, after we have determined that, we know then 
the number of people who must be moved out to the countryside. 

The next thing that we want to learn in that study is what percent- 
age of those people can be received into the basements of the existing 
structures, in the cities that won’t be attacked right outside of the 
target areas, in the villages, country churches, schools. 

As a matter of fact, we can use Pennsylvania and Maryland barns, 
which in my opinion are pretty good protection, because one story Is in 
the ground and one is above usually. 

We will have to use everything we have, because we are not going 
to have money to build these facilities out in the country. 

The third thing is to determine the percentage of these people that 
we will have to build public shelters for along the road, and that will 
be a costly thing. I am not going to name a figure, because that is a 
difficult thing. Without more factual information, it would be a very 
haphazard guess. 

Senator Gorr. You might be interested to know that Senator Sal- 
tonstall expressed some doubt yesterday before this committee about 
the concrete pipe shelter. He said if he got in one he would get 
claustrophobia and have everybody within a block of him hollering 
and yelling because he was trying to get out. 

Mr. Perrerson. I can understand that. As a matter of fact, the 
Senator pointed that out to me the other day in conversation. It oc- 
curred to me that maybe I could recommend 8-foot pipe. I don’t 
know. 

But actually the reason for that is that if we didn’t have the time, 
I suggested as an emergency program that we would dig ditches, and 
the general here knows the value of earth in warfare. 

The reason for that proposal was that you could do it in a hurry, 
and you could do it for 75 cents to a dollar a person; whereas to put 
a four-foot concrete pipe along the road and cover it with 3 feet of dirt 
would give the people complete protection, but that will cost $40 per 
person. 

If you wanted to build light structures and put dirt over them, that 
is a much finer solution, but it would cost untold millions of dollars, 
and we have not computed it. 

It would be foolish to compute it until we know how many people 
would have to use this type of shelter. 

Senator Gore. Your whole plan seems to be based first, on the 
assumption that we are unable to prevent an attack, and second, that 
we will have warning if an enemy should be able to develop an atomic 
submarine, such as we have already developed, that can cross the At- 
lantic or the Pacific submerged at fleet speed, then surface offshore 
and fire guided missiles. I am told that guided missiles with atomic 
warheads could fall on Washington, New York, Philadelphia, and all 
the cities in this area perhaps without warning, unless we develop 
some means of defense. 

It seems to me that we ought to place more emphasis upon the pre- 
vention of attack rather than just evacuation. Maybe we can do both. 

Mr. Pererson. Senator, I think you are absolutely right. 

Senator Gore. Have you given any thought to the possibility of 
attack without warning unless the country places more emphasis be- 
hind the prevention of attack ? 
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Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir: I have given a good deal of thought to that 
problem. I might just say this, if it meets with your pleasure, that 
anyone who studies this problem as I have for the last 2 years, will be 
forced to the conclusion very quickly that this country cannot afford 
a nuclear war; and that his world cannot afford a nuclear war. 

However, this matter of war is not a unilateral proposition. The 
war may be forced upon us, uniess we have a dishonorable peace. In 
other words, I would choose war first before I would choose a dishon- 
orable peace. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that you really have 
suggested the answer that we have to keep in mind, and that is that 
we have to work on all phases of this problem: prevention of war 
itself, prevention of atomic attack, defense, offense, and the problem 
of civilian defense. 

Governor Peterson happens to have that particular responsibility 
which relates to the evacuation of cities and the civilian population. 
I surmise, although he may not have said in just so many words, he 
wants these other programs to go forward, but this is the responsibility 
he sees for the Civil Defense Administration if you have an attack. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. I was going to say the best thing 
in the world would be not to have a war, and if the diplomats and the 
people of the world had enough commonsense, we could eliminate 
civil defense today, which would be a wonderful thing to me, and we 
could eliminate military defense which would be a wonderful thing 
to the taxpayers. 

Secondly, if the military could guarantee that no enemy would 
ever put a hand on the United States, we could eliminate civil defense. 
However, we know today that the Russians do have the capability 
of making a successful nuclear attack on the American people, and 
that simply means the diplomats not being able to prevent the war 
up to this trme—and I hope they have greater success in the future 
and the military not being able to prevent a relatively successful 
attack, then you must have civil defense if we are going to do every- 
thing possible to protect the lives of our people. 

Senator Casr. Governor, when you say “successful -attack,” you 
mean they would be able to place some bombs on or close to targets, 
do you not ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Senator Casr. You do not mean by that necessarily that a success- 
ful attack would necessarily mean that we would not have our country, 
or that we might not even be able to make an even more devastating 
retalitory attack, do you? 

Mr. PETERSON. Of course not. I am proud to have had a very 
minor part in the military, and it is my belief that the military is doing 
everything possible to protect this country. 

I would hope some day that the Defense Department. would be able 
to find some way, or that we might find some way, of defending our- 
selves against these nuclear attacks that might come from the skies 
or from submarines, 

I am not privileged to talk, Mr. Chairman, about a matter you 
raised, other than to say I think our Navy is doing a grand job espe- 
cially with these submarines, which I believe you were on the other 
day. 
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Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Pererson. I do not know about those. As far as I know, we 
have one, and I do not think anyonse else has any. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could ask a question 
and make an observation to Senator Case’s query. 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Martin. Governor, the greatest defense is a good offense. 
That is in football and it is in the military; and I think the fact of 
our superiority in the producing of the bombs gives us that great 
offense. : 

Then there is another thing in this. The bomb has become so ter- 
rible, would not any Nation hesitate to use it? You take in World 
War I we used gas. Then at the beginning of World War IT, the 
German scientists—and they are among the finest scientists in the 
world—had perfected gas, and so had we here in the United States 
and so had Great Britain, and gas was not used at allin World War IT. 

It was because we feared the use of it. I have kind of come to the 
conclusion that everybody would fear the use of the bomb. 

Of course, as you know, I have never been so terribly worried over 
what we call the terrible thing in military operations. 

It finally gets down to the man who carries the rifle and bayonet. 
I have been worried for a long while about the submarine. 

I was up against this problem of civilian defense as war Governor 
of Pennsylvania. They landed near Philadelphia and along in Dela- 
ware, but the counterend of it that we had, we were so much superior 
to them, that it didn’t do much damage. 

That is where I think our strength is, but I am very much—and this 
is what I wanted to tell all of you here—concerned about this, and 
I wanted as many of us to give it consideration as possible. 

I would like to see just as careful a study as you can make relative 
to civilian defense. You know it has only been about 4 or 5 years ago 
that we felt that shelters was the answer. I mean in our big cities. 

Now we have gotten away from that, and I do not think there is 
any danger of war for quite some time. You know the greatness, the 
No. 1 attribute of a soldier is not physique, it is not intellect, but it is 
willingness, and that is the case so far as war is concerned. 

I do not think there is any Nation in the world now willing to go to 
war, because the people have had too many casualties in their families, 
but I think it gives us time to make a very careful study, and I think 
we are very fortunate to have a man like you to head up this civilian 
defense. 

Therefore, I would like to see a very careful study, and I would like 
to see the money appropriated. Then before we start to spend enor- 
mous amounts of money for certain kinds of construction, that we 
feel positive we have the right answer. 

Does that sound reasonable to you ? 

I think we ought to have plenty of money to make this study, because 
it is an important thing. It would help the morale of our people, if 
our people feel we have something to fall back on. 

Senator Saltonstall did not think he would want to stay. You know 
in World War I—I did not get into the active part in World War IT 
so much—but in World War I we did not have any trouble with keep- 
ing the fellows in the trenches and in the dugouts. 
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Senator Gore. Do you think under certain circumstances Senator 
Saltonstall would be glad to stay / 

Senator Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Maybe we should have Senator Saltonstall! here to 
defend himself. 

Senator Martin. I do think we ought to make a very careful survey 
of this and under your direction, and I think you ought to have suf- 
ficient funds to do it. 

I wanted, Mr. Chairman, Senator Case and Governor Peterson here 
when I made that statement so we would have something to think over. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if I might interrupt, I think there 
was a psychology in World War I which was illustrated by a cartoon: 
if you know of a better hole, go to it. 

Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman, if I might be permitted to make an 
observation in connection with Senator Martin’s statement, obviously 
I would favor the statement about a fund, where I sit. 

I have had a little amusing but very natural experience in the last 
60 days. For 2 years I have been trying to alert the people of America 
to the necessity for a stepped-up program in this field, and I must say 
with some little difficulty. 

Now that Admiral Strauss has made the statement about the fallout, 
it has been quite interesting how some of the people have been getting 
me off in a corner and telling me how we must do something about this 
situation. 

It reminds me of Saul on the road to Damascus. He had an im- 
mediate conversion, and I, of course, am in favor of it. 

I think we need to pay attention in this area immediately, not on a 
historical basis. I think the more attention we give to this business of 
nuclear warfare, and fallout, the better off we will be. 

Mankind just simply cannot afford nuclear war today. It is just 
something that we must try to develop enough social consciousness to 
overcome; but dealing with people like the Communists, I am not 
ready to sit back in my chair and feel that there is no possibility of 
them using these weapons, because they have shown pretty clearly 
by their actions that they may do most anything when it suits their 
purposes. 

Senator Gore. Governor, this subcommittee, and certainly its chair- 
man, is not schooled in the problems of civilian defense. We are faced 
with a highway bill. 

Senator Kefauver and Senator Saltonstall testified yesterday. Sen- 
ator Kefauver particularly made the point that neither bill before 
this committee had very much bearing upon civil defense, pointing 
out that there was but one interstate road leading or connecting Balti- 
more and Washington. 

I think there is but one interstate road leading out of Washington 
across the Potomac. He pointed out that maximization of the inter- 
state roads would not solve the problem, that in his opinion—and he 
made a suggestion that the committee consider—we should add a dif- 
ferent category of roads, having the primary objective of developing 
evacuation routes. 

It was his opinion that the evacuation of Washington should not 
be toward Baltimore, but rather out into the open spaces, that we 
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should develop some exit roads from our target areas that would lead 
to the secondary road systems of the surrounding countryside. 

Had you given some thought to that ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, and that is the reason why I asked for the in- 
clusion of this chapter, because that is essentially what is proposed 
in this chapter, the pages of which you included as part of the record. 

I think the Senator broadly is right, and I think my testimony so 
indicates and is consistent with that. Howev er, I do not feel that as 
of today I am competent to make a specific proposal in terms of money 
or the cost of these roads. 

I think that we need to complete the surveys that we propose to un- 
dertake in my agency that would give us information of this type on 
every great city in America, and then I would believe that the orderly 
way to handle it from there, Mr. Chairman, would be for the Bureau 
of Public Roads, to whom we have made a delegation in this field, to 
pick up this material. 

Then each year, as they come before the Congress, in connection 
with this program, assuming that the language is drawn up—I appre- 
ciate that it would have to be the committee—they would then present 
specific programs in terms of dollars and roads, so that we could 
begin to make some improvements. 

This may appear to be off the subject, but with the approval of the 
chairman, I would like to mention it, because I do think it bears on 
this subject matter. 

It is an experience I had a little over a year ago, in Darmstadt, Ger- 
many. I visited this city, which was a city of 110,000 before the war, 
and consulted with the mayor and the civil defense people and with 
the city fathers. 

Darmstadt was attacked one night by the British when the wind 
was blowing briskly, and thousands of people burned to death. They 
couldn’t even get their firetrucks out in time, and the people couldn't 
get out of their houses, many of them. 

In rebuilding their city these people have built fire alleys through 
their streets, and a fire alley is nothing but a great big street, of the 
type of the Los Angeles freeways. The fire alleys are so wide that 
no matter what catastrophe occurred, you would always be able to get 
in and out of that town. 

However, they did something else in Darmstadt that I think this 
committee should know about, and the American people should know 
about. 

They provided along those fire alleys or freeways that any private 
property owner who constructs a building on his own property must 
build it far enough back from the street line so that if his building 
collapses, it collapses on his own property. 

In other words, he is not permitted to let his building collapse into 
the street. They only do that on the freeways. Obviously that would 
be a foolish proposal if you were going to do it on every street, but 
that makes sense on the freeways. 

I would like to suggest that this is the only city in the world that 
is building in terms of the requirements of the Atomic Age. 

I believe sincerely that in our American cities when these freeways 
are built, some such requirement should be in the law, that the roads 
should be so wide that it would be impossible for these roads to be 
clogged. 
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I do not believe I am proposing anything that is economically 
impossible. If the impoverished people of Darmstadt, Ge ‘rmany, could 
do it, I believe the people of America could do it. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, in reference to what Mr. Peterson 
said about this city, this city needs something of that kind so we can 
get out. 

I have always thought we needed a parkway for that purpose. You 

take in the city of Philadelphia, to get down to Independence Hall 
we have made a parkway, and that will get you onto your highway 
system, and it is about eight lanes wide, I think, and that comes into 
this civilian defense. 

I worked it out while I was Governor of the Commonwealth. This 
city of Washington needs that, but I think there are seven magnificent 
highways that lead out from the city of Washington. Then you get 
out a little ways and run into so many connecting roads that have 
developed, and it is to the north and to the west of the city. 

Of course, we have three bridges over here now and of course they 
are figuring on a tunnel, but to get out of the center of the city isa 
thing that has worried me as far as the city of Washington is con- 
cerned. 

Between here and Baltimore, I think we have got three highways, 
and they are magnificent highways. As a matter of fact, one highway 
goes clear to Philadelphia, but to get out of the city, I think, Gov- 
ernor, you have got something there that ought to be given a whole 
lot of lade: 

I kind of felt it might be a parkway. I do not mean trees but shrubs 
and soon. It will have the beauty during peacetime and will be useful 
as an exit in wartime. 

Of course, you know the intention was to have the magnificent parks 
in this city, but this city, instead of being a city of 500,000 has gotten 
up toa million anda half. Our Founding Fathers thought that about 
500,000 people would be about the size, and IT am sor ry it did not stay 
that size, but I think you have something, Mr. Chairman, and I think 
the governor has; but I would like to urge all of you to give a lot of 
study to this. 

Let us not get our people too badly excited about all those things. 
We are going through floods and different things right now. Our 
people stand up under them in grand shape, and I do not want to get 
Americans too jittery about it. 

I had an argument with a lot of fellows in the Finance Committee 
yesterday because they thought there was going to be a war right away. 

cannot see it. I may be wrong, but I just cannot see it. It is too 
horrible to think about. 

I like this preventive stuff, Mr. Chairman and Governor. On invita- 
tion the Philadelphia Orchestra is making a tour of Europe, and that 
is to get understanding and good feelings. 

In our Finance Committee on the Reciprocal Trade Act, that is the 
whole purpose of this whole thing: to make good feelings. And, a - 
of American industries are getting hurt in order to get good feelin” 

The fellows in the Finance Committee will be considering mat‘ers 
of people, which I think we all have to do, to think of what a wonder- 
ful world we can have with the knowledge we now have, and let us 
confine it to borrowing facts instead of a big knock out in the field. 

Mr. Pererson. That will we fine if the Russians will agree. 

61030—55 39 
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Senator Martin. I do not think we can invade Russia. We cannot 
invade China. We should keep our feet on the ground, and keep the 
pistols greased up and plenty of ammunition for them, and some fel- 
lows that know how to shoot them—I am for that. I think that is pre- 
ventive war. And Iam in favor of that. 

Senator Gore. Governor Peterson, to come to the problem before 
this committee, can you agree with Senator Kefauver that neither bill 
before this committee gives proper emphasis to the problem of evacu- 
ution ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. I think that that is broadly correct, and I think that 
the reason for it, as I am sure Senator Kefauver would also say, is 
simply that we are just beginning to appreciate the complexities of 
vi defense, and the breadth of it and how it touches upon every 
phase of our life. 

It has been my opinion—and I do not mean to get off the subject 
here, and I do not think I am—that civil defense will never work until 
at every level of the government, in the occupational segments of our 
society, and with citizens individually there is consideration of the 
possibility of a nuclear war. As they perform their routine duties 
they should project their thinking to include what must be done in 
that eventuality. In this business of roadbuilding, I had some little 
part in that for 6 years in my own State, and it certainly did not ever 
occur to me then that we should build roads for civil defense, even 
after I had set up a civil defense organization in my own State. 

It is only as time goes on that we understand these things, so I would 
agree with the Senator; and I would think that as time goes on we 
must give much more consideration to these civil defense needs. 

I would like to see, in whatever bill eventually comes from the com- 
mittee, language broad enough to permit further work in this field, 
but I am not prepared today, as I indicated earlier, to suggest the num- 
ber of dollars that should be placed in the bill or should be appropri- 
ated later. 

My plea here today is to give consideration to the civil defense needs. 

Senator Gore. Just at that point if I may ask. 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I doubt if either bill—let us leave out the doubt— 
neither bill does maximize the problems of evacuation. They are 
highway bills, not civil defense bills. 

The choice that this subcommittee will have, it seems to me, is to 
decide whether to undertake in this bill to give proper recognition to 
the problem and undertake to deal with the problem of evacuation 
routes or whether we should direct the Bureau of Public Roads and 
Civil Defense Administration to make a careful study and report to 
the committee next year for its consideration then. 

Of course, we did last year direct them—and I will read section 9 
to you: 

In order to assure that adequate consideration is given to civil-defense aspects 
in the planning and construction of highways constructed or reconstructed with 
the aid of Federal funds, the Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed 
to consult, from time to time, with the Federal Civil Defense Administrator 
relative to the civil-defense aspects of highways so constructed or reconstructed. 

We put this provision into the law last year, and the law required 
that studies be presented to this committee by February 1. From time 
to time during these hearings, it has been indicated they would be here, 
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but our hearings are nearing an end and those studies are not yet 
available to this committee. 

Is it your suggestion that we nevertheless mncerhs ake to write civil 
defense evacuation legislation in this bill, or should we wait until 
studies are available to us ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. Aside from a broad recognition of the civil-defense 
neecis—and that is in one of the bills, 1 believe, but it is very, very 
broad—I think it is a better course to wait for the study. 

I would point out that one of the limitations in our governmental 
procedure is that your committee included language of that nature 
in the law of 1954. I think that is a wise provision myself, but those 
things are not necessarily correlated when they get before the Appro 
priations Committee. = * 

I would suggest to you that you cannot do things without money. 

[ do not know where the responsibility for that “lies, but I would 
assume that rests on the Bureau of Public Roads; but I have no money 
in my organization. 

Senator Gore. Before you get to Congress, I would suggest a little 
correlation in the departments. We have not even received the report 
vet. 

Senator Martin. Did we not make a $100,000 appropriation last 
vear for that study ¢ 

Senator Gore. Funds were available. They were authorized. 

Mr. Prererson. We are asking for $100,000 for each of 92 cities, so 
$100,000 would not do what we need, as far as we are concerned. 

Senator Martin. Yes; but just a kind of a general study. I have 
no further questions. I think the Governor has | presented it very well. 

I think we ought to see a very careful study made of this thing, 
ond I think it would be better for the people. Some of these fan- 
tastic statements that have been made by Members of Congress and 
other folks, I just hope the American people refrain from those things. 

There is no use of us getting too terr ‘bly concerned. Any kind of 
war is terrible. 

I do not have any further questions. I think the Governor has pre- 
sented it very well. 

Senator Gore. You have made a fine statement, Governor. We ap- 
preciate your resopnding to our questions. Do you have anything 
further you would like to present ? 

Mr. Pererson. I might just make one statement ver y briefly. 

On this business of evacuation, Mr. Chairman and Senator Martin, 
this is one case where a governmental agency has been ahead of itself 
in its planning and its preparation. 

We started talking about the necessity for evacuation in June 1953, 
knowing full well that the detection system that would give us warn- 
ing could not be completed for 2 years, and it appears it is 2 years 
off now. Here is a case where we are making our studies and our plans 
2 to} years ahead of time on what, I think, is s the logical basis. 

We have been and are doing our studying and planning and testing 
because we will have to run tests or we will condemn people needlessly 
to death in a wild stampede. 

We still have about 2 years before evacuation is feasible, but I think 
we should do the study now, not the day we get the system for the 
warning, but rather have it ready to do before that day—not wait 
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until the detection system is in and then spend another year and a half 
or 2 years getting ready to utilize it. 

Senator Gore. I cannot speak for all the members of the committee, 
but I can speak for myself, and though I have reservations and doubts 
about the evacuation policies thus developed, I would not want to be 
arbitrary about it. 

I am not as well informed as I should be. I have not studied it as 
you have; therefore, I would be sympathetic as an individual member 
of the committee toward the development of evacuation routes from 
the target areas; but the committee would appreciate having the bene- 
fit of the cooperative studies between the Civil Defense Administration 
and the Bureau of Public Roads for its guidance and help. 

I wonder if you would be willing to use Your good offices to try to 
obtain for us those studies and reports. 

Mr. Pererson. I think the attitude of the chairman and the com- 
mittee is extremely sound, and I think the committee is entitled to 
the information. 

We will do everything we can to see that you get it as rapidly as 
you can, 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Governor. We appreciate your ap- 
pearance. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I have a telegram here that I 
would like to insert in the record from Mr. Russell H. McCain, presi- 
dent, Association of Highway Officials of the North Atlantic States. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 

TRENTON, N. J., March 8, 1955. 
Hon. EpwarD MARTIN, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. 0. 

Your attention is directed to the following resolution which was unanimously 
adopted by the Association of Highway Officials of the North Atlantic States 
assembled in convention at Atlantic City on March 4, 1955, which association is 
composed of the highway officials of the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Ver- 
mont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Penn- 
sylvania, Delaware, Maryland and the District of Columbia: 

“Whereas it is apparent that the increase of motor vehicle traffic is fast: out- 
distancing the improvement of highways at our present rate of construction, and 

“Whereas military and civil defense is highly dependent upon rapid motor 


vehicle transportation to and from defense areas and large centers of popula- 
tion, and 

“Whereas the completion of a properly planned highway system connecting the 
different States and large centers of population is needed for the economic 
advancement of the United States : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Association of Highway Officials of the North Atlantie 
States at this 3lst annual convention assembled go on record as commend- 
ing the Clay committee for its comprehensive report setting forth the urgent 
need for speedy completion of the Interstate System of highways of the United 
States, and be it further 

“Resolved, That this association commends the aforementioned committee for 
pointing out that the Federal Government should assume primary responsibility 
for the cost of the interstate system and its urban connections.” 


ASSOCIATION OF HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 
OF THE NortH ATLANTIC STATES, 
RvuSSELL H. McCain, President. 
Senator Gore. The committee will be adjourned. 


(Thereupon, at 11 a. m., the committee was adjourned to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Monday, March 28, 1955.) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 28, 1955 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
Com™itree ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Roaps. 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Stuart Symington presiding. 

Present: Senators Symington (presiding), Thurmond, Neuberger, 
Martin, Case and Kuchel. 

Senator Syminecron. The committee will come to order. In the 
absence of the chairman, Senator Gore, I told him that I would sit 
here temporarily in his place. It is slightly after 10, and we will start 
the meeting. 

The committee staff has given me a list of witnesses this morning. 
The first witness is the Honorable Joseph Campbell, Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States. 

Mr. Campbell, just come right up here, please, and have a seat. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH CAMPBELL, COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT F. KELLER, 
ASSISTANT TO THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL, AND ROBERT L. 
LONG, DIRECTOR OF AUDITS, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; 
AND STEPHEN P. HAYCOCK, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Cameseiyi. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symineron. I do not know if this is or is not your first op- 
portunity to appear on the Hill since you were confirmed as the Comp- 
troller General. 

Mr. Campesei. This is my first appearance up here in my present 
position. 

Senator Symrneton. I would like to offer you my congratulations 
for your future success, at least for the next 15 years. 

Mr. Camesety. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the General 
Accounting Office appreciates the subcommittee’s invitation to appear 
before you and give you our views with respect to S. 1160, 84th 
Congress, which would create a Federal Highway Corporation for 
financing the construction of the National System of Interstate 
Highways. 

In the opinion of the General Accounting Office, one of the most im- 
portant aspects of the legislation is the proposed method of financing 
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the highway construction. The bill would create a new Government 
corporation to be known as the Federal Highway Corporation. 

The Corporation would be authorized to issue obligations not to 
exceed $21 billion. These obligations would be sold to the general 
aes and, in addition, could be purchased by the United States from 
iduciary, trust, and public funds, the investment or deposit of which 
is under the authority and control of the United States. 

We feel that the proposed method of financing is objectionable 
because the result would be that the borrowings would not be included 
in the public debt obligations of the United States. 

While the issuance of the Corporation’s bonds would be with the 
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury and the obligations would 
be repaid from the permanent appropriation established by section 
105 (c), the obligations would ok state that they are not 
obligations of, or guaranteed by, the United States. 

However, the legislation provides that the Secretary of the Treasury 
may advance to the Corporation in any fiscal year an amount not in 
excess of the estimated appropriation for that year and, in addition, 
the Corporation would be authorized to borrow from the Secretary 
of the Treasury not to exceed $5 billion outstanding at any one time. 

Both of these provisions coupled with the permanent appropriation 
would apparently be to assure the investors of ability to meet obliga- 
tions, and tend to have the effect of a Government guaranty of the 
highway obligations, at least in the minds of the investing public. 

As a practical matter, the obligations would be moral and equitable 
obligations of the United States, since they would be issued by : 
Corporation entirely owned by the Government. 

While the obligations would specifically provide that they are not 
guaranteed by the Government, it is highly improbable that the Con- 
gress could allow such obligations to go in default when one considers 
that credit standing of the Federal Government would be involved. 

In addition, the Corporation’s activities would not be self-sustaining. 
It would have no substantial revenues, and funds for paying off the 
obligations would come from the general fund of the Treasury. The 
funds available would be measured by future anticipated increases 
in collections of taxes on gasoline and special fuels. 

The fact that the bill provides for a permanent appropriation mea- 
sured by gasoline taxes does not, in our opinion, establish reventes 
for the Corporation in any normal use of the term. 

The gasoline taxes are revenues of the Treasury and go into the 
general fund of the Treasury. The appropriation provided would 
come out of the general fund of the Treasury exactly as most of the 
appropriations made by Congress. 

The total amount of borrowings by the Corporation would amount 
to the very substantial sum of $21 billion and, in our opinion, would 
be borrowings of the United States Government, irrespective of the 
terminology applied. It seems only right that such obligations should 
be considered, classified, and disclosed as a part of the total borrowings 
of the Government ; that is, the public debt. 

It is our opinion that the Government should not enter into financing 
arrangements which might have the effect of obscuring the financial 
facts of the Government’s debt position. We believe that the highway 
program—since it, in reality, is nonrevenue producing—should be 
financed by appropriations made by the Congress. 
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If, to provide these funds, it is necessary to borrow from the genera! 
public, we believe that the borrowings should. be handled under the 
existing authority of the Secretary of the Treasury under the Second 
Liberty Bond Act, as amended. 

This is a normal function of the Treasury Department, and in carry 
ing out his assigned fiscal and debt management responsibilities, we 
do not feel that the effectiveness of the Secretary of the Treasury 
should be weakened by authorizing other Government agencies to bor 
row directly from the investing public. 

Also, under the procedure we recommend, any borrowings necessary 

» fund the appropriations approved by the Congress would auto 
sonal be treated and disclosed as a part of the public debt of the 
Federal Government. In making this recommendation, we recognize 
that a borrowing operation of this magnitude may require changes in 
the existing statutory public debt ceiling. 

Also, if the direct appropriation method is used to finance the high 
way construction, the Congress would be in a position to make an 
annual review of the progress and changing needs of the road program 
because money to carry it out would have to be specifically appropri 
ated by the Congress each year. 

In addition to reviewing the actual needs of the program, the Con 
gress could also consider whether, from an overall picture of revenues 
and expenditures of the Government, the full amount authorized for 
highway construction should be spent in a particular year. 

In the event a Federal Highway Corporation is created, the Con- 
gress would, to some degree, ‘lose its control over the program. The 
Corporation would submit annual budgets to Congress under the pro- 
visions of the Government Corporation Control Act, but only funds 
for administrative and operating expenses would be approved by the 
Congress. The program funds would continue to be available unless 
the Congress took affirmative action to limit the program expenditures. — 

I think most of you are aware of the position of the General Ac 
counting Office with respect to Government corporations. We are 
opposed to the creation of new Government corporations, unless for 
the most compelling reasons or overriding public necessity. 

The corporate form of Government activity is objectionable because, 
for the most part, it is free from the normal safeguards set up by the 
Congress to maintain adequate control over the conduct of public bus- 
iness and the expenditure of public funds. 

Based on the recommendation of the President’s Advisory Commit- 
tee on a National Highway Program, the new Corporation would have 
very little duties, outside of the issuance and management of its obliga- 
tions. Administrative functions would be exerc ised by existing agen- 
cies. The Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads would act as 
Executive Director of the Corporation. 

The Secretary of the Treasury would designate the treasurer of the 
Corporation to be established within the Treasury Department and 
authorized to utilize such Treasury Department personnel as the 
Board found necessary to properly perform its financial 1 responsi- 
bilities. 

Consequently, the principal reason for the creation of a new Federal 
corporation seems to be that it would provide an identifiable agency 
outside of the Treasury empowered to borrow from the public on 
obligations issued in its name. 
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If the necessary funds are obtained by direct appropriation as we 
recommend, the need for a new Government corporation would dis- 
appear. Any public borrowings necessary to fund appropriations 
would be obtained by the Secret tary of the Treasury under existing 
borrowing authority. 

On the question of indefinite appropriations such as would be estab- 
lished by S. 1160, we feel that the Congress should not as a general 
proposition authorize such appropriations. When collections are 
made available for expenditure on a permanent annual basis, con- 
gressional control of the expenditures and the activities financed 
thereby are greatly weakened. 

In 1934 Congress considered this question and passed the Perma- 
nent Appropriation Repeal Act. This act eliminated numerous per- 
manent appropriations then in effect and provided that such appro- 
priations be subject to annual consideration by the Congress. How- 
ever, since 1934 many permanent appropriations have been authorized. 

A good example is the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department 
of the Interior. Appropriations by the Congress during 1954 totaled 
$17 million, Total funds available for expenditure during the year 
amounted to $59.5 million. Permanent indefinite appropriations pro- 
vided $36.5 million of the difference, or about 60 percent of the total. 

These permanent indefinite appropriations are obtained from taxes 
on firearms, shells and cartridges, fishing equipment, sales of migra- 
tory bird hunting stamps, and income received from mineral leases, 
timber sales, grazing fees, etc. 

The feature of the bill S. 1160 which may raise questions of legality 
is the financing method proposed. 


Article 1, section 8, clause 1, of the Constitution gives Congress power 
to lay and collect excise taxes provided they are uniform throughout 
the United States. The Federal gasoline tax meets this requirement. 
There is, however, a constitutional limitation on the taxing power of 
the Congress. 

That power may be exercised only : 


* * * to pay the debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare 
of the United States. 

The question is then whether the revenue from the gasoline tax, or an 
equivalent amount properly may be appropriated in advance for use 
in meeting the obligations of the Federal Highway Corporation. 

The only constitutional restriction on the duration of ; appropriations 
is that found in clause 12, section 8, article I, which declares that no 
appropriation of money to raise and support armies shall be for a 
longer term than 2 years. As we have indicated, the Congress has 
frequently made so-called permanent appropriations. 

The following are current examples involving tax revenues: Appro- 
priation of amounts equal to social-security taxes: appropriation of 
amounts equal to revenues derived under the Railroad Retirement Tax 
Act; appropriation of an amount equal to 30 percent of gross customs 
duty collections for use by the Secretary of Agr iculture : appropria- 
tions for conservation of wildlife; appropriations to the governments 
of the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam. 

The case of Cincinnati Soap Co. v. the United States (301 U. S. 
308), decided in May 1937, involved a similar appropriation to the 
Philippine Government of future revenue from a processing tax on 
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coconut oil produced in the Philippine Islands, and the Supreme Court 
held that an otherwise valid tax might be bound to a valid appropria 
tion of the tax revenues. The Court said that if the Congress chose 
to adopt the quantum of receipts from the particular tax as the meas 
ure of the appropriation, it saw no valid basis for challenging its 
power to do so, 

Another question is the propriety of the purpose for which the tax 
revenues are to be issued. We do not think the legality of Federal 
appropriations for an Interstate Highway System can be questioned. 
It might be argued that the appropriated funds here involved are not 
to be used for the payment of debts of the United States, since the 
bonds are not legal obligations of the United States but merely of the 
Federal Highway Corporation. 

In the Cincinnati Soap case mentioned, the Supreme Court had this 
to sav as to what constitutes debts of the United States within the 
meaning of the constitutional provision : 

* * * It is conceded and indeed it cannot be questioned that the debts are 
not limited to those which are evidenced by some written obligation or to those 
which are otherwise of a strictly legal character. The terms “debts” includes 
those debts or claims which rest upon a merely equitable or honorary obliga- 
tion, and which would not be recoverable in a court of law if existing against 
an individual. The Nation, speaking broadly, owes a “debt” to an individual 
when his claim grows out of general principles of right and justice; when, in 
other words, it is based upon considerations of a moral or merely honorary na- 
ture, such as are binding on the conscience or the honor of an 9 il, although 
the debt could obtain no recognition in a court of law (301 U. 308, 315). 

Thus, even though the bond obligations would not mi legal obliga- 
tions of the United States, strictly speaking, and would not come 
within the Federal debt limitation, there is no doubt that they properly 
may be considered as debts of the United States within the constitu- 
tional taxing authority granted to Congress. 

We think a future Congress would be free to reduce or repeal the 
Federal gasoline tax, which would automatically reduce or cut off 
the only important source of funds for meeting the bond obligations 
and would preclude or curtail the issuance of further bonds. As we 
have indicated, however, we think it would be unrealistic to assume 
that the Congress would permit bonds already purchased to be de- 
faulted. 

In the event the subcommittee is to favorably act on S. 1160, we 
recommend that several provisions of the bill be considered for 
amendment. 

1. Consideration should be given as to whether the powers of the 
Corporation are too broad. We would recommend that the legisla- 
tion be more restrictive as to the functions and duties the Corporation 
is to perform. Also, consideration should be given to limiting the 
life of the Corporation to a definite date. 

2. Section 105 (d) is contrary to many of the existing statutory 
restrictions on the investment of trust funds. For example, the unem- 
ployment trust fund can only be invested in interest-bearing obliga- 
tions of the United States, or in obligations guaranteed as to both 
principal and interest by the United States. 

If the purpose of section 105(d) is to permit investment of these 
and other trust moneys in bonds of the Federal Highway Corporation, 
existing statutory restrictions on the investment of trust funds should 
be declared inapplicable to avoid any possible conflict. 
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3. Section 208 dealing with right-of-way acquisitions should be 
clarified as to the source of funds for payment of the property 
a The section provides that the Federal Government will pay 
95 percent of the appraised value or the actual cost, whichever is 
low er, but the section is silent as to who pays the additional 5 percent. 

It is assumed that the 5 percent will be paid by the State. We think 
the section should so provide and also make it clear as to w hether the 
State advances the 5 percent to the Federal Government prior to the 
payment for the property, or whether the Federal Government may 
pay 100 percent and then be reimbursed by the State for 5 percent. 

Senator Symrncron. Thank you, Mr. Campbell. Have you any 
further comments that you would like to make ? 

Mr. Campseti. No, Mr. Chairman. I think the statement covers 
our views completely. 

Senator Symineton. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Comptroller, I listened with a great deal of 
interest to your statement. I wish you would elabor ate just a little 
further relative to the limitation that you would suggest as to the 
work of this Corporation, as mentioned on page 7 of your statement, 
paragraph 1. 

Mr. CaMpsetu. Senator Martin, Mr. Robert Long, Director of our 
Audit Division, is here, and he is thoroughly familiar with the cor- 
porate audit procedure. I would like him to answer. 

Senator Martin. That is perfectly agreeable. What we want is 
information. 

Mr. Campseti. I would like to have him discuss that. 

Mr. Lone. The point of our comment there, Mr. Chairman, is sim- 
ply this: We feel that wherever possible, in the establishment of any 
corporation, the Congress should spell out as distinctly as possible 
the powers or the duties which the corporation is to perform. 

As the chairman will recall, there have been a number of corpora- 
tions that have been formed to perform specific functions and as the 
years went by, they became engaged in many programs that were not 
intended or desired by the Congress. 

We feel it is desirable, therefore, for the Congress to spell out as 
specifically as possible what functions the Corporation should perform. 
Also we feel it would be desirable to provide specific tenure rather 
than permitting it to have succession for perpetuity. 

Senator Martin. Relative to article 1, section 8, on which the courts 
have ruled certain things, do you feel that the Congr ess would have 
a right, provided that we would agree that it is a sound policy, to 
appropriate a cent of the gasoline tax, we will say, for the period of 
these bonds ? 

Mr. CampseE.t. Senator Martin, Congress could. We would not 
favor it. 

Senator Martin. I understand. I mean just regardless of that. 

Mr. Camrseit. We think that Congress would have the right to 
do that. 

Senator Martin. Then it is our duty as Congress to determine 
whether or not it would be a good policy. If we would decide that 
the policy of paying for these roads through the creation of this Cor- 
poration and these ‘bonds would be legal, ‘then we have to determine 
whether or not that is a sound policy, is that it? 
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Mr. Campse.i. That is correct, and I might go on to say that, of 
course, Congress could also later change its mind and repeal the 
provision. 

Senator Martin. I am not going to ask this question, but, Mr. Chair- 
man, this is a matter we should consider. 

The general has very carefully discussed the matter that Congress 
would fee I that this was, but it might not be a direct obligation, a mora! 
obligation of the Government to pay these bonds. 

I think the same conclusion could be reached that Congress would 
consider it a moral] obligation probably not to repeal the law making 
the 1-cent gasoline tax payable for a 30-year period ¢ 

Mr. Campsety. Yes; I think that is correct. 

Senator Martin. Have you given any consideration to that ? 

Maybe this is just aside, but ‘the other day I think I asked the Secre- 
tary of Commerce the question as to whether he thought it might be 
advisable to charge a toll on vehicles passing over the Interstate 
System. 

In your study have you given any consideration to that problem ‘ 

Mr. Campsett. We have, Senator, and we feel that is a matter of 
policy which is entirely up to Congress. 

Senator Marvin. You do not think there would be anything legally 
against a policy of that kind, we will say—naybe you might not call 
it a toll—you might levy it as a license fee on, we will say, trucks and 
buses of a certain size ? 

Mr. Camenett. We have not gone that far in our studies of that 
problem, sir. 

Senator Marrin. As far as you have gone, would there be anything 
against that from a legal standpoint 4 

“Mr. Campse. I cannot comment on that. I would like to have 
Mr. Keller answer that. 

Mr. Krier. I believe the 1916 Highway Act, specifically precludes 
any aid for toll roads. I believe I am correct on that. Of course, 
to follow a toll policy would require an amendment of the 1916 act. 

Senator Martin. There was a grant made to the Pennsylvania Turn- 
pike. I think there was a grant there, and it was pretty sizable. I 
believe it was 38 percent that the eFderal Government made. It was 
a pretty sizeable amount, but I think it was 38 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, this is cleared up more from a legal standpoint that 
we we have so far had, which I have been terribly worried about, 
whether we could legally do it; but I believe from this statement that 
we can legally do it. 

Then it is a question to the Congress to determine whether it is a 
proper policy. 

Senator Symineron. Do you have any further questions / 

Senator Marri. If you do not care, Mr. Chairman. I hate to take 
the time, but we are having an executive session of the Finance Com- 
mittee this morning, trying to lay our plans for that reciprocal trade 
bill and GATT and so forth before us, and if you do not care, I would 
just like to ask about two more questions. 

Senator Symineton. If I may say, I am not quite sure that I agree 
that the Comptroller General’s statement declares the proposed pro- 
gram legal. Unquestionably, inasmuch as we have had such varying 
testimony from at least two Cabinet officers, and from the distinguished 
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chairman of the Finance Committee, the question of legality is further 
muddied at least, if not settled the other way, I refer particularly to 
the decision rendered in the Cincinnati Soap v. United States cause, 
referred to by the Comptroller General. 

If this is the law, then either these bonds are a direct obligation of 
the United States or they are not. 

My impression is that they are a direct obligation based upon the 
opinion of the court in this decision. That could be changed, ieihiin 
by legislation with the promise that the legislation would be declared 
constitutional if it was litigated. Is that correct, as you see it? 

Mr. Keuirr. If I may answer that, Mr. Chairman. In the Cincin- 
nati Soap case, and in several other cases in the Supreme Court, the 
Court recognizes the principle of a moral obligation. The fact that 
there is no legal remedy or other way the obligation can be discharged 
does not stop it from being an obligation of the Government. 

The Court takes the position that collection is purely procedural. 
I think with your highway bonds, if it is specifically provided that 
the Government is not guaranteeing the bonds and they are not legal 
obligations of the Government, you might preclude a judgment; but 
the moral obligation, following the Cincinnati Soap case, is still there. 

The fact that the Government does not choose to be sued or there 
is procedural defect, does not discharge the obligation. 

Senator Symineron. The Secretary of Commerce testified that in 
his opinion it was not even a contingent obligation. The Secretary 
of the Treasury felt that it was more than a contingent obligation, 
that it was a technical obligation. 

The chairman of the Finance Committee testified that he thought 
it was a disingenuous bill, and it was illegal. He gave as justification 
for his opinion an opinion by the chief of the Senate legislative counsel, 
Mr. Simms, that it was illegal; so there are quite a few differences of 
opinion with regard to its legality and its propriety among the various 
witnesses from the Government that have appeared before the com- 
mittee. 

Senator Martin, I believe you had some other questions. 

Senator Martin. If you do not care, Mr. Chairman. From this 
statement you have gone into this very carefully. Do you know of 
any precedents in the State where they have general State authorities 
or other plans of raising money like they had down in Virginia, like 
up in Pennsylvania, New York, and New Jersey ? 

I will mention those four States. I think the first one is probably 
the Delaware River Bridge, which would be probably 30 years ago, 
and then the Holland Tunnel came along about the same time and now 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike, and along about 1934 or 1935, a general 
State authority for building hospitals and schools and things of that 
kind. 

In your search, have you found any place where there has been a 
default and then what has been done by the State in which these 
authorities have been created ? 

Mr. Campse.y. We have not checked that, Senator Martin. I per- 
sonally have had some experience in that sort of thing, and I never 
have heard of such a default. There is the case of the Triborough 
Bridge Authority bonds. They have sold at a great discount at times, 
and they have sold at premiums. 
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Senator Martin. Yes, at the present time these turnpike bonds out 
all over the Nation—I know you are familiar with it—are selling from 
about 94 on some of them up to considerably over 100. 

Mr. Campre.y. That is correct. 

Senator Martin. But there has been defaults on some of those, 
haven’t they or not ¢ 

Mr. Campsett. I have not heard of any. 

Senator Martin. The reason I was asking, I thought probably you 
made some research along that line. 

Mr. Campsett. Our office has not gone into that. 

Senator Martin. What I was getting at, where there had been—l 
think—did not Florida have a default on one of them—and how it was 
handled is what I was getting at. Maybe it did not. I thought maybe 
your office had gone into that. 

Mr. Chairman, those are things that I thought should be mentioned. 
If you cannot have a Federal precedent to look at, you take the next 
best thing. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Thurmond. 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Campbell, as I construe your statement, 
the General Accounting Office does not recommend the policy outlined 
in this bill designated S. 1160, is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Campseti. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Tuurmonp. This bill would create a new Federal agency 
then, would it not ¢ 

Mr. Campseti. Yes. 

Senator THurmonp. Have you considered the enormous amount of 
interest that would be involved if this bill should pass for the road 
construction ¢ 

Mr. Campse. I believe that Advisory Committee figured interest 
at.3 percent, which, I assume is on the basis of today’s market, and is 
probably fair; and that total figure ran to almost $11 billion or per 
hapsa little bit over $11 billion. 

Senator THurMmonp. For that $11 billion, of course, we would re- 
ceive no roads, would we ¢ 

Mr. Campepe.L. That is correct. 

Senator THurmMonp. That would go entirely to interest 

Mr. CampsELu. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. It is the consensus of the committee, 1 believe— 
I do not attempt to speak for the committee, but I think it is the con- 
sensus of the committee—that we do need an expanded road system, 
a more efficient Interstate Highway System, and it is a question now of 
finding a feasible method of financing it. 

I realize that this is a policy of the Congress to determine that, but 
do you have any suggestions with regard to the financing of such a 
system ¢ 

Mr. Campse.t. Senator, I think our position, as we have stated 
here, is that we favor the direct appropriation method of financing 
whatever plan you adopt in your wisdom from year to vear. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Direct appropriation ¢ . 

Mr. Campse.u. Direct appropriation by Congress. 

Senator THurMoNp. Of course, that takes more money and we are 
already in debt now. 

Mr. CampBELL. Yes, sir. 
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Senator THurmonp. We are operating on a deficit financing basis, 
I believe, at the present, are we not ? 

Mr. CampseLn. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. In order to avoid further deficit financing, 
more revenue would be required, would it not ¢ 

Mr. Campsety. Yes. 

Senator THurmonp. More income. ama 

Mr. Campsett. More income from some source or from several 
sources perhaps to meet that cost. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Is it your thought that the 2-cent gasoline tax 
should be retained by the Federal Government, or should it be released 
to the States, as Senator Byrd recommended ? 

Mr. Campset. I think it is a completely political matter, Senator, 
whether or not you should pass that back to the States. 

Senator TuurmMonp. What I am trying to get at is this: The Federal 
Government is terrifically in debt now. We need these roads; they 
ought to be built. How can we build them? Do you have any 
thoughts along that line? 

Mr. Campsetu. The only way we can do it is to increase the revenues 
of the Government in some fashion or decrease the expenses of the 
Government. | 

Senator TuHurmonp. And it is your thought that it would be better 
to increase the general revenues and handle it that way rather than 
to earmark or to designate any specific tax ¢ 

Mr. Camrseti. We certainly recommend that no revenues be ear- 
marked for a purpose of this kind. That again is a matter for 
Congress to decide. 

Senator THurmonp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symrneron. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, I raised this question of consti- 
tutionality and legality at one of our prior committee hearings. 

I did that, because in a number of States, and particularly in my own 
State of California, the local State courts in a series of decisions held 
that the State government may create an obligation that does not run 
against the general fund. 

That obligation, therefore, would not be made a part of the indebted- 
ness of the State, and by reason of those decisions the State of Cali- 
fornia from time to time has dealt with the problem of so-called revenue 
bonds. 

Do I understand from the decision of the Comptroller General that 
it is his judgment revenue bonds would be invalid under the Consti- 
tution ? 

Mr. Ketier. No; what we are pointing out, Senator Kuchel, is 
while the bonds would not be, strictly speaking, legal obligations and, 
therefore, the Government could not be sued on them, the Government 
would have an obligation in good conscience to make these bonds good. 

In other words, it is inconceivable to us that the bonds could be al- 
lowed to go in default without seriously affecting the credit of the 
Federal Government. 

Senator Kucure:. You approach your position, however, from a 
practical consideration of the problem rather than from a conclusion 
that the Congress is without power to create an obligation other than 
the one running against the full faith and credit of the United States? 
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Mr. Kexuer. I think, Senator, the excerpt you will find on page 7, 
from the Cincinnati Soap case points up that the court believes that 
a debt of the Government goes far beyond, the strictly legal obliga- 
tions of the Government and the taxing power may be used to pay 
those debts. 

Senator Kucuer. When you quote that part of the Supreme Court 
decision, you say: 


The term “debts” includes those debts or claims which rest upon a merely 
equitable or honorary obligation, and which would not be recoverable in a 
court of law if existing against an individual. The Nation, speaking broadly, 
owes a “debt” to an individual when his claim grows out of general principles 
of right and justice; when, in other words, it is based upon considerations of 
a moral or merely honorary nature, such as are binding on the conscience or 


the honor of an individual, although the debt could obtain no recognition in a 
court of law. 


Then you comment : 


Thus, even though the bond obligations would not be legal obligations of the 
United States, strictly speaking, and would not come within the Federal debt 
limitation, there is no doubt that they properly may be considered as debts 
of the United States within the constitutional taxing authority granted to 
Congress. 

So that you say while such revenue bonds would not concern them- 
selves with the Federal debt limitation, they are from a practical 
standpoint Federal obligations ? 

Mr. Keiier. We think they are Federal obligations any way you 
package it. Some day the Government will have to pay off on them. 

Senator Kucne.. Even though there would not be a valid claim 
which a court of law would enforce ? 

Mr. Keuuer. I think if the bonds went into default, Senator, the 
bondholders would probably be precluded from taking a judgment. 
But the obligation would still be there on the part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment looking to the fact that we would have a corporation which 
of itself would have no assets. 

The corporation would be an instrument of the Federal Government. 
I think the Government would have to recognize that before the 
bonds could ever be allowed to go into default. 

Senator Kucuen.. The only thing that I want to have the committee 
understand is the position which the Comptroller General takes. If 
it runs against the leg: and I understand that the Attorney Gen- 
eral is going to testify here subsequently—then, of course, there is 
no question at all of the committee discussing policy. We are all 
through with that. 

If. however, there is no legal opinion upon the part of any appro- 
priate governmental agency that this proposal is unconstitutional, 
then there remains for this committee to decide whether or not the 
policy of creating this agency is one which it wants to embrace. 

Then do I understand that the ( Comptroller General finds no con- 
stitutional objection against the recommendations of the Clay com- 
mittee on financing, but objects to it on the basis of the policy involved 
in the recommendation ? 

Mr. Kevier. That is correct, Senator. 

If I can elaborate on that just a minute. We feel that the proposed 
financing would be legal, but it adds up to obligations in a broad use 
of the term, of the United States Government. We do not think you 
get away from that. 
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We feel that in order that the Congress and the public, may know 
the extent of the Federal debt, that the bonds, which would be just 
as much a debt of the Federal Government as the borrowings made 
by the Secretary of the Treasury should be under the debt ceiling. 

Senator Kucuer. You concede that the proposal would not affront 
the debt-limitation statute 

Mr. Keuier. The debt limitation is tied directly to borrowmgs of 
the Secretary of the Treasury under the Second Liberty Bond Act 
as amended. 

The highway bonds would be outside of the public ‘-debt limitation. 

Senator Kucuex. As a matter of fact, if the ( ‘omptroller General 
were asked on a specific date what the indebtedness of the Government 
of the United States was, and assuming that the Clay recommenda- 
tions were written into law, it would, I suppose, list not only the 
strictly legal debts of the Government, but it would add the indebted- 
ness that would be created under this proposed legislation, would it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Ketter. We have made a report along those lines to the House 
ae pena Committee this year. We itemized the debts of the 

Federal Government which are under the public-debt ceiling; as of 
December 31,1954. They totaled roughly $278 billion. 

Also in that report we listed obligations which are not under the 
Federal debt limitation but still are ‘obligations of the United States 
Government. 

Senator Symineron. Obviously bank insurance would be one of the 
largest; would it not ? 

Senator Kucnev. What is an example of those / 

Mr. Kewirr. These are firm-fixed obligations which are not under 
the public-debt ceiling. I will read a few of them if you would like. 
Postal savings bonds, 21 » percent—I will read these in round figures— 
$35 million; Panama Canal loan of 1961, : 3 percent interest, $50 million. 

Other postal savings bonds, $1,694,000 ; First Liberty eee. $1.- 
323,000; old matured “debt issued prior to April 1, 1917, $1,377,000; 
Treasury savings certificates, $88,000. 

United States notes, $190 million; National and Federal Reserve 
banknotes assumed by United States on deposit of lawful money 
for their retirement, $249 million; old demand notes and fr: actional 
currency, $2 million; thrift and Treasury savings stamps, $3 million. 

Also there are many other obligations of the Government which 
do not come under the debt limitation. They fall into three general 
types. 

One is borrowings from the public by Government corporations not 
guaranteed by the United States. 

Senator Kucuer. That would be an example of what is considered 
here ? 

Mr. Kevier. That is right. One example. Federal intermediate 
credit banks and banks for « cooperatives, about $796 million. 

But I want to point out in connection with your comment—we do 
have with the banks mentioned income-producing activities. That is 
where we distinguish between those and the Federal Highway Cor- 
por ation. 

The estimated unliquidated obligations outstanding against general 


and special fund appropriations as of December 31, 1954, was $42,538 
million. 
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if l may explain that, they are obligations that will come due which 
the Secretary of the Treasury is going to have to raise money to pay. 
He may have to borrow to meet the obligation. 

Balances of trust funds deposited in Treasury as of December 51, 
1954, less that portion of the funds for which public-debt obligations 
have been issued, $1.5 billion. 

Federal Reserve notes in circulation as of December 51, 1954, $25,045 
million. 

On top of that, habilities of a contingent nature which—and I want 
to emphasize the word “contingent”—consist of loans to World War I1 
veterans, $14,265 million; loans made under Defense Production Act 
of 1950—guaranteed portion outstanding at December 31, 1954, 3500 
million ; oblig: ations of the Commodity C redit Cor poration "due to pur- 
chase agreements, agricultural aid loans— 

Senator Symincron. Excuse me. I do not want to interrupt you, 
but, this information is very interesting. I am wondering if the 
Senator from California would not like to have it inserted into the 
record, 

Senator Kucuen. I think it would be helpful to the committee. 

1 just have 1 or 2 more questions, Mr. Chairman, aid that is this: 
I am searching here for a basis on which you either accept or reject 
the recommendations of the ( ‘lay committee report; and I do agree 
with you that no matter how the Federal Government would attempt 
to cope with the problem of securing moneys now, there is a future 
moral obligation against the Government, even if you would agree that 
one type of obligation involves the full faith and credit of the Govern 
ment and the other does not; but suppose the committee were minded 
to meet all its problem head on, it still is faced with a question, if it 
wants to accelerate a road program, of where to get the money. 

One is to increase taxes, and the second is to borrow money. | 
assume that the Clay report recommends the creation of this new 
agency in part because of the facility of administration that it feels 
would go along with the new agency, would the Comptroller General 
advise the committee not to accept the Clay report if all the other 
problems which you raise wére satisfactorily answered in the legis- 
iation 

Mr. Kevier. Senator, we take no position on the needs of the roads. 
I think that is out of our field. 

Senator Kucne.. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Ketter. But we do feel if you are going to handle a road pro- 
gram, it should be by direct appropriation. 

If by doing so the Secretary of the Treasury must go out into the 
open market and borrow to meet the appropriations made by the 
Congress ,we feel that is the way it should be handled. 

Senator Kucuet. Whether or not another agency is set up to ad- 
minister it ¢ 

Mr. Kevier. That is right; but if it is to be handled that way, we 
do not see the need of another agency, because reading the Clay re- 
port, the corporation might have some overall authority, but it looked 
to us like existing agencies could do the job. 

Mr. Lone. Stating it another way, Senator, if the Congress saw fit 
to enact this legislation, of course, the Comptroller Gene ral could not 
object. to it. However, we feel that we would be very derelict in our 
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duty to Congress if we didn’t point out the effect of that to the Con- 
gress, that it would be a means of circumventing the public-debt limi- 
tation already set by the Congress. 

In other words, 1s the public debt ceiling to be a ceiling on the 
public debt or is it not? If the corporation were empowered to issue 
these obligations in this fashion that would not come under that limi- 
tation. 

Senator Symineron. Will you two gentlemen identify yourselves 
for the reporter and for the committee? I am sure that the Comp- 
troller General has been identified, but we are now having testimony 
from three witnesses. 

Mr. Lone. I am Robert L. Long, Director of Audits, General Ac- 
counting Office. 

Mr. Kevirr. T am Robert F. Keller, assistant to the Comptroller 
General. 

Mr. Campsexti. Mr. Chairman, I think that this report might well 
vo into the record. This is the report from which Mr. Keller was 
reading. 

Senator Syminectron. You would like to have the report in the 
record ? 

Mr. Campsext. I think so because of the questions. 

Senator Symrneron. That. will be included at this point without 
objection, Mr. Campbell. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


REPORT ON CERTAIN ASPECTS OF TREASURY DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS RELATING TO 
P’usLic Derr BoRROWINGS AND THE HANDLING OF PUBLIC FUNDS—REVISED FEBRU- 
ARY 1955 

By the Comptroller General of the United States 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, February 28, 1955. 
B-114802 
Hon. ALBERT THOMAS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Independent Offices, 
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: On March 24, 1954, we sent a report to the former 
chairman of your subcommittee dealing with certain aspects of Treasury De- 
partment operations relating to the public debt and the handling of public funds. 
This report was made pursuant to request of the subcommittee. 

Assuming that a similar report might be of interest to the subcommittee at 
this time, we have prepared a more current report, which is enclosed. Most 
of the figures in the report of March 24, 1954, were stated as of December 31, 
1953. In the enclosed report, figures are stated as of December 31, 1954, where 
possible. é 

A complete audit was not made of all operations in preparing the report. 
However, various activities are examined in the course of our regular audits 
and much of the data in the report is based on those audits. 

A report on the audit of the Office of the Treasurer of the United States for 
the fiscal years 1952 and 1953 was submitted to the Congress on June 14, 1954, 
and it is expected that another report will be released in the near future. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Over since its creation by the act of September 2, 1789 (5 U. S. C. 241), the 
primary function of the Treasury Department has been the management of 
the national finances. The carrying out of this function entails, among other 
things, (1) borrowing from the public and (2) handling public funds. 

This report was originally prepared at the request of the Subcommittee on 
Independent Offices, Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 
and was designed primarily to furnish the committee with descriptive material 
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on certain aspects of these operations. Revisions have been made in this ver 
sion mainly to update the figures cited to December 31, 1954, where possible. The 
work performed in connection with the preparation of the report did not include 
a complete audit of these operations. 


BORROWING FROM THE PUBLIC 


Article I, section 8, of the Constitution gives the Congress the power “to bor- 
row money on the credit of the United States.” The Congress has delegated that 
authority with wide discretionary powers to the Secretary of the Treasury, 
subject to the approval of the President for most types of securities. The only 
authority the Treasury now has to borrow from the public is provided by the 
Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, which was initially enacted into law on 
September 24, 1917 (40 Stat. 288). Public debt obligations outstanding at any 
one time issued under that act plus the face amount of all obligations guaran- 
teed by the United States that are not owned by the Treasury may not exceed 
$281 billion (31 U. 8S. C. T57b). This limitation has been in effect since August 
28, 1954, when the act of that date temporarily raised the previous limitation 
by $6 billion. The increase is effective until June 30, 1955, when the limitation 
reverts to $275 billion (68 Stat. 895). This latter amount had been in effect 
as a limitation since June 26, 1946. Before that date the debt limitation had 
been gradually increased until it reached a peak of $300 billion during the period 
April 3, 1945, to June 26, 1946. 

Since its inception, the Government has always financed its activities in part 
from borrowed money. Until World War I, however, revenues over the years 
were approximately equal to expenditures so that the outstanding public debt 
never exceeded $3 billion. Deficit financing during World War I increased the 
public debt to slightly in excess of $25 billion, but the balance outstanding was 
reduced to approximately $16 billion by 1930. Since then, however, the Govern- 
ment’s activities have been financed from borrowings from the public on an 
increased scale, particularly since the beginning of World War II. Public debt 
and guarantied obligations subject to thre debt limitation reached an alltime peak 
of $279,764,369,000 on February 28, 1946. The highest amount outstanding since 
the limitation was temporarily raised in August 1954 was $278,439,442,000, 
reached on October 2, 1954. 

The following table shows the public debt and guarantied obligations of the 
Government, subject to the debt limitation at December 31, 194, as summarized 
from the daily statement of the United States Treasury. 





Amount out- 


Interest rates , 
Standing 


Public debt: s 
Marketable public issues: 
eee | | RSSterees nee 246 to 34% | $81, 750, 043, 000 
Treasury notes _- iad : 144 to 2% 28, 033, 119, 000 
Certificates of indebtedness___- , : ; 1 to 1% , 457, 862, 000 
Treasury bills_. 0.897 to 1.333 9, 505, 955, 000 


Total marketable public issues - - -- 


, 746, 979, 000 


Nonmarketable public issues’ 
United States savings bonds | 26 to3 7, 671, 
Treasury bonds__--_-- thins | 214 to 2% 2, 680, 547 
Treasury savings notes_.-._-_- = ; 1.88 to 2.47... , 5A7, 72 
Depositary bonds___-- aa | 2 432, 
Total nonmarketable public issues 


Total public issues__ --- 
Special issues = 
Matured debt on which interest has ceased 
Debt bearing no interest__. 


Total public debt subject to limitation -- 
Guaranteed obligations: 
Interest-bearing debt : 
Matured debt on which interest has ceased 
Total guaranteed obligations subject to limitation. 


Total debt subject to limitation 
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Because of the important effect public-debt transactions have on the economy 
of the Nation, determinations by the Treasury regarding the terms and condi- 
tions of the public-debt securities to be offered and the amount and timing 
of the borrowings present a complex problem. Decisions in this area are based 
not only on the money needs of the Government and the existing market condi- 
tions, but also take into consideration overall Government financial and economic 
policy. 


Obligations of the Government not subject to the debt limitation 


Since the debt limitation insofar as it applies to public-debt obligations is 
restricted to obligations issued under authority of the Second Liberty Bond 
Act, as amended, public-debt obligations still outstanding that were issued under 
legislation preceding that act are not subject to the limitation. Similarly, cer- 
tain issues of currency not secured by gold or silver are included in the public 
debt but are not subject to the debt limitation. The following table summarizes 
the obligations of these types outstanding at December 31, 1954. 


Marketable public issues: Amount outstanding 


Postal savings bonds, 214 percent ; _.. $34, 937, 000 
Panama Canal loan of 1961, 3 percent__ peered a ), 800, 000 


Total marketable public issues___- - Au 84, 737, 000 


Matured debt on whic h interest has ceased : 
1, 694, 000 
K irst liberty aan Rat ae eer te ee lh el, et 1, 323, 000 
Old matured debt issued prior to Apr. 1, 1917 1, 877, 000 
Treasury savings certificat 88, 000 
Total matured debt on which interest has ceased 4, 482, 000 


Debt bearing no interest: ° 
United States notes (net of gold reserve of $156,039,000) _. 190, 642, 000 
National and Federal Reserve bank notes assumed by United 
States on deposit of lawful money for their retirement____ 242, 265, 000 
Old demand notes and fractional currency 2, 019, 000 
Thrift and Treasury savings stamps 3, 712, 000 


Total debt bearing no interest - _. 488, 638, 000 


cml, 


Total__ ; Sion _. 527, 857, 000 


In addition there are many other obligations of the Government which do not 
come under the debt limitation. The principal types of recorded obligations of 
this nature are: 

1. Borrowings from the public by Government corporations not guaranteed by 
the United States. 

2. Unpaid bills or commitments for goods and services. 

3. Liability for funds deposited with the Government in a trust or other custo- 
dial capacity, less that portion of the funds for which public debt obligations have 
been issued. 

? Currency of the United States in circulation. 

Liabilities of a contingent nature. 

c ‘omplete information is not readily available as to the total amount of obliga- 
tions owed by the Government that are not subject to the debt limitation. In 
order to show the significance of obligations of this nature, however, the latest 
available information as to certain of these obligations is shown below. 
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sjorrowings from the public by Government corporations not 
guaranteed by the United States as of Dee. 31, 1954: 
Federal intermediate credit banks ; $640, 000, 000 
Banks for cooperatives ; . 
Estimated unliquidated obligations outstanding against genera! 
and special fund appropriations as of Dec, 31, 1954 _ 588, 000, GOO 
Balances of trust funds deposited in Treasury as of Dec. 31, 194, 
less that portion of the funds for which public-debt obligations 
have been issued___~_ sae ae me , 508, 000, 000 
Federal Reserve notes in circulation as of Dee. 31, 1954 23 , 000, 000 
Other currency of the United States, exclusive of United States 
notes and certain discontinued issues of currency included in 
the public debt, held outside of the Treasury as of Dee. 31, 1954 
Some liabilities of a contingent nature: 
Loans to World War II veterans—portion guaranteed or 
insured by Veterans’ Administration outstanding at Dec. 
25, 1954 a laa , , 265, G00, OOO 
Loans made under Defense Production Act of 1950—guar- 
anteed portion outstanding at Dee. 31, 1954 50D, 000, O00 
Obligation of Commodity Credit Corporation to purchase 
agricultural aid loans held by commercial banks at Dee. 
a, 1904......« Bc ian eo . 2,338, 000. 
Purchase agreements of Commodity Credit Corporation with 
producers under price-support programs outstanding at 
Dee. 31, 1954 a, ssceecstenpebaiiaciaa Maslin ; 26, 000, 000 


156, 000, 000 


The estimated unliquidated obligations at December 31, 1954, amounting to 
$42,538 million shown above is based on reports submitted to the Treasury by 
the various spending agencies in accordance with Budget-Treasury Regulations 
No. 1. The estimated unobligated general and special fund appropriations 
available to these agencies at December 31, 1954, based on the same reports 
amounted to $56,130 million. Thus the total spending authority available to 
Government agencies at December 31, 1954, in the form of unexpended genera! 
and special fund appropriations amounted to over $98,668 million. 

Federal Reserve notes shown in the above tabulation as in circulation as of 
December 31, 1954, are obligations of the United States* and a first lien on all 
the assets of the issuing Federal Reserve bank. Federal Reserve notes are se 
cured by the deposit by the Federal Reserve bank concerncd, with its Federal 
Reserve agent, of a like amount of collateral consisting of such discounted or 
purchased paper as is eligible under the Federal Reserve Act, or gold certifi 
cates, or direct obligations of the United States. Collateral security for notes 
issued as of December 31, 1954, consisted of $11,208 million in gold certificates 
(or credits payable in gold certificates) , $17,140 million in United States Govern- 
ment securities, and $7,150,000 face amount of commercial paper. 


Public debt obligations held by or for the account of certain trust funds and 
Government agencies 

At December 31, 1954, about one-sixth of the total public debt obligations out- 
Standing and subject to the debt limitation was held by or for the account of 
Government agencies or trust and other custodial funds administered by the 
Government. The cash with which these securities are purchased, like all 
other public debt receipts, is commingled with all other cash funds held by or 
for the account of the Treasurer and thus are used along with these other cash 
funds to meet the day-to-day operating needs of the Government. Following is 


a summary of these types of public debt obligations outstanding at December 
31, 1954. 


112 U. 8. C. 411 
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Interest rate Amount 


Special issues: Percent 
Federal! old age and survivors insurance trust fund ll 4 $17, 577, 235, 000 
Unemployment trust fund aa Didnt ze | 7,775, 000, 000 
Civil service retirement fund _. : 13 to 4 5, 902, 904, 000 
National service life insurance fund SHR, dct oes ..| 5, 242,479, 000 
Railroad retirement account re i ee 3, 370, 173, 000 
Government life insurance fund - _ - on | 3% 1, 215, 500, 000 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ; ; 12 j 859, 700, 000 
Postal Savings System - Sh tke tube dae ; | 2 .| 162, 500, 000 

Federal home loan banks_. 1% to 2___. ; 262, 600, 000 

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation _- | 91, 190, 000 

Federal Housing Administration funds____- ; 79, 700, 000 

Foreign Service retirement fund___- ccna visi mine aoe a 14, 697, 000 


Other --| 1% to4 12, 568, 000 
Subtotal 


| 
| 
| 
| 
“| 
| 
| 
| 


Public issues: 
Federal old age and survivors insurance trust fund | 24 to 3% 2, 282, 687, 000 
Postal Savings System } piicsidtihe au bias | 24% to2% 1, 977, 826, 000 
Unemployment trust fund _ 24% to 3% ; 964, 000, 000 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corpor: stion__.____- 24% to 3% 768, 500, 000 
Federal home loan banks_. = ieee 1 to 3.25__- : 378, 424, 000 
Various housing funds___- aa 2% : 247, 867, 000 
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance C orporation - 24 to 3% ‘ 137, 500, 000 
Federal intermediate credit banks_____- oe ae bs .940 to 3% | 60, 694, 000 
Banks for cooperatives. : aoe ser 2% to 284. 5 42, 463, 000 
Production credit corporations. _- 214 to 2%_....-.. 41, 889, 000 
District of Columbia general fund iedidmatiukiccbkee desk nS cnr asec 32, 860, 000 
Individual Indian trust funds ---__- .-| 2% to 3% ‘ 30, 801, 000 
District of Columbia teachers retirement and annuity fund_- 216 to 3% esl 25, 494, 000 
Exchange stabilization fund eh ae eae hea 25, 000, 000 


Other. __- 26, 787, O00 





Subtotal 7,042, 792, ,000 


49, 609, 038, 000 








In each instance the investment of these funds in interest-bearing public-debt 
obligations has been expressly authorized by the Congress. The rates of interest 
which the investments shall yield sometimes are and sometimes are not pre- 
scribed by the Congress. When the interest rates are not prescribed by the 
Congress they are fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury under the general 
authority to prescribe the terms and conditions of public borrowings given to 
him by the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended. 

The Congress has authorized the payment of interest to certain other trust 
funds on the amount of cash funds deposited in the Treasury without requiring 
the formality of investing these funds in interest-bearing public -debt obligations. 
The deposit liability for these trust funds is not included in the public debt and 
is not subject to the debt limitation; the interest on these funds is paid from 
various permanent appropriations other than the appropriation for interest on 
the public debt. The following table shows the balances in these trust funds 
at December 31, 1954, and the rate of interest paid on each fund. 


Balance in 
: ‘res £ > 
Fund Interest rate fund 


Percent 
Soldiers’ Home Permanent Fund 41, 332, 000 
Various Ind ian trust funds 3-! , 877, 000 
Education of the Blind Interest Fund 250, 000 
Bequest of Gertrude N. Hubbard—Library of C ongre ss : | 20, 000 
Trust fund permanent loan account—Library of Congress ; , 631, 000 
National Gallery of Art trust fund aii ; 5, 000, 000 
Expenses of Smithsonian Institution ; i 1,000, 000 


Total 146, 000 


HANDLING PusLic FuNpDs 


The power of the Congress to control the purse provided for in the Constitu- 
tion is exercised, for the most part, through the medium of appropriations. The 
appropriation of funds by the Congress does not in itself create public funds ; 
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rather, it authorizes the various Government agencies to spend public funds 
In the case of Government corporations and certain other Government agencies, 
congressional control of the purse may also be exercised by establishing borrow 
ing authority and by imposing limitations on such authority and on expenditures 
for administrative expenses. 

The cash balance maintained by the Treasury in general is based on the cur 
rent disbursing needs of the Government; sufficient cash is not kept in the 
Treasury to meet all unexpended appropriations and other expenditure authority 
available to the various Government agencies. In determining what cash 
balances are to be maintained, consideration is given also to the effect the flow 
of cash in and out of the Treasury will have on the economy of the country 

Most of, the public funds in the Treasury are held by or for the account of the 
‘Treasurer of the United States. Public funds are acquired mainly through 
(1) collections of tax and other revenues; (2) sales of public debt obligations ; 
(3) collections of moneys held by the Government as trustee in accordance with 
the terms of a trust agreement or statute; and (4) miscellaneous reimburse- 
ments and refunds. Such funds may be deposited directly with the Treasurer 
in Washington, D. C., or with Federal Reserve banks or commercial banks for 
the accountant of the Treasurer. Vublic funds are usually disbursed through 
the issuance of checks drawn on the Treasurer by authorized Government dis 
bursing officers. 

Public funds held by or for the account of the Treasurer, exclusive of foreign 
currencies, consist of funds deposited in Federal Reserve banks and commercial 
banks located both within and outside the United States, gold and silver bullion 
base coinage metals, coin, and currency. Following is a summary of such funds 
as of December 31, 1954, as reported in the Daily Statement of the United States 
‘Treasury. 


Bank deposits ecient $4, 618, 029, 000 
Gold: 
Total gold held by or for the account of 
ey ee ee __. $21, 712, 306, 000 
Less liabilities backed by gold_- . 21, 223, 532, 000 
—_—___—__ 88, 774, O00 
Silver: 
Total silver held by or for the account 
the Treasurer 2, 497, 650, 000 
Less liabilities backed by silver___-_ 2, 415, 141, 000 
———$—$_$___ 2 509, OOO 
Minor coin and coinage metal_____--~~_- ; ; ‘ Le 5, 425, 000 
Currency _- , 8, 308, 000 
Unclassified collections 665, 000 


Free funds in Treasury available for Government expendi- 


Us ohn tnlicleniarcpomeapreeaattie ea exept eh care 335, 705, 000 


Bank deposits 
General.—Bank deposits held for the account of the Treasurer at December 
31, 1954, consisted of: 
Funds with Federal Reserve banks_-_ pe eel , $673, 652. 000 
Funds with commercial banks: 
Deposited in tax and loan accounts with special depositaries__ 3, 460, 682, 000 
Deposited in domestic general depositaries 398, 199, 000 
Deposited in foreign general depositaries___ Fe 85, 546, 006 


erer 3s) y vey 4. 618, 029, 000 


Most receipts of the Government, other than those deposited in tax and loan 
accounts with special depositaries, are deposited for the account of the Treas 
urer with the Federal Reserve banks and branches. The funds held by the Fed- 
eral Reserve banks for the account of the Treasurer provide the day-to-day 
working cash balance from which most checks drawn on the Treasurer are paid. 
AS a general rule, the Treasury attempts to maintain a balance of about S500 
million in the Treasurer’s accounts with the Federal Reserve banks. 

Tax and loan accounts.—There are about 10,500 commercial banks in the 
United States (out of a total of about 14,500) acting as special depositaries 
The funds to the credit of the United States in these banks are acquired through 
collections of Federal income, social security, railroad retirement, and excise 
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taxes and sales of savings bonds and notes and other public-debt obligations 
issued for cash. The accounts with the banks holding these funds are referred 
to as tax and loan accounts. These accounts are divided into three groups 
A, B, and X. 

Deposits in groups A and B accounts arise from collections of withholding 
and excise taxes paid by customers of the banks and proceeds from sales of public- 
debt obligations sold to the’ banks or their customers. For example. if a customer 
of a bank buys Treasury bonds through his bank and pays for them by drawing 
a check on his account with the bank, the bank charges the customer's account 
and credits the tax and loan account of the Treasurer. When a bank buys Gov- 
ernment securities for its own account it may also make payment by crediting the 
tax and loan account of the Treasurer. Also, when employers or vendors pay 
their withholding or excise taxes through their banks, the payments are credited 
to the tax and loan accounts by the banks. 

Group X is a special classification of accounts established for use during 
periods of peak tax collections in banks holding funds in either group A or B 
accounts. During these periods when individual checks of $10,000 or more are 
received in payment of corporate or individual income taxes, amounts equal to 
the checks are deposited by the Treasurer in the group X accounts with the 
banks on which the checks are drawn. 

The balances held in each group of accounts as of December 31, 1954, were: 


Number of 


accounts Amount 


Group A accounts 
Group B accounts 
Group X accounts 


9, 034 | sHH6, 6-0, 000 
1, 628 2, 793, 942, ODO 


10, #62 3, 460, 682, 000 


Funds in the tax and loan accounts are transferred to the Treasurer's ac- 
counts with the Federal Reserve banks as needed by the Treasury; there is 
no shifting of funds from the tax and loan account in one commercial bank to 
the tax and loan account in another commercial bank. The amounts to be 
transferred to the Federal Reserve banks are determined by the Treasury after 
consultation with the manager of the System open market account. Treasury 
Department policies with respect to withdrawals from the three groups of tax 
and loan accounts are as follows: 

1. Group X accounts are usually drawn down before withdrawals are made 
from the other groups. 

2. Group B accounts are usually drawn on daily. 
3. Group A accounts are usually drawn on once a month. 

Funds are withdrawn from the individual accounts in each group on a pro 
rata basis. Also an effort is made to equalize the pro rata amounts called from 
group A and group B accounts each month. 

Although there are over 10,000 special depositaries, a large part of the funds 
in the tax and loan accounts is held by a relatively small number of banks. 
For example, at December 31, 1954, there were 54 banks holding funds in these 
accounts in excess of $10 million, and these banks held 42 percent of the total 
funds in the tax and loan accounts. The concentration of funds occurs because 
most of the Government receipts deposited in tax and loan accounts come from 
customers of these banks. 

The principal reason cited by the Treasury for the use of tax and loan accounts 
is to minimize the disruptive effects the Treasury operations might have on 
the money market. Banks have not paid interest on funds deposited in these 
accounts since 1933 in accordance with section 11 (b) of the Banking Act 
of 1933 (12 U. 8. C. 371 (a)), which provides that “no member bank shall, di- 
rectly or indirectly, by any device whatsoever, pay any interest on any deposit 
which is payable on demand.” On the other hand, the banks perform various 
services for the Government for which they receive no compensation, such as 
the sale and issuance of United States savings bonds, the distribution of an- 
nouncements and receipt of subscriptions for other Government securities, and 
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the handling of remittances from employees of withheld income and social 
security taxes. The Treasury Department makes no attempt to determine the 
relationship between the cost to the banks of performing these services and the 
earning value to the banks of the tax and loan accounts. In discussing this sub- 
ject, the Secretary of the Treasury in a letter to the Comptroller General dated 
December 3, 1953, stated that : 

“With regard to your request for my views concerning the fact that these 
deposits are interest-free to banks and the relationship, if any, between the 
carrying of the accounts and the services rendered by the banks in connection 
with the handling of transactions involving withheld taxes and sales of Gov 
ernment securities, you are advised that quite aside from the question of in- 
terest and the cost of the services, the fiscal mechanism provided by the tax and 
loan accounts is essential to a proper administration of Treasury finances. Both 
deposits in and withdrawals from these accounts are so active and the balances 
fluctuate so widely it would be impracticable to evaluate the accounts in relation 
to the costs of the services rendered and the benefits which the accounts serve 
to the national economy. The accounts are maintained in the overall interest 
of the Government and not in the interest of the banking institutions. Serious 
disturbances would occur if money should be withdrawn from the commercial 
banking system and deposited in the Federal Reserve banks before it is needed 
for Government expenditure and no useful purpose would be served thereby.” 

Although there is a considerable fluctuation in the tax and loan accounts, 
there appears to be some question as to whether this fluctuation is so great as 
to preclude a determination as to whether the earnings by the banks on funds 
so deposited are greater or smaller than the cost to the banks of performing 
the services for the Government, particularly with respect to banks holding sub 
stantial amounts. The following table shows for selected months in 1953 and 
1954 the maximum, minimum, and average daily balances in these accounts. 


Average daily balances 


{Millions of dollars] 





Maximum|Minimum| “Y®"3et Maximum|Minimum)| 4Y® set 
balance balance daily balance balance daily 
ia . balance balance 
1953 1954 
March. ‘ $5, 072 $2, 557 $3, 808 March. $4, 54 $2, 450 $3, 450 
June. | 3, 296 950 2, 105 June 4, 836 1, 722 3, 297 
September- 5, 642 3, 984 4, 957 September 4, 02! 2, 457 3, 310 
December 4,194 2, 302 | 3, 223 | December 5, 457 3, 368 | 4, 373 


The records of the Treasury relating to these accounts indicate that relatively 
stable minimum balances are maintained in these accounts which undoubtedly 
have an earning value to the banks. , 

General depositary accounts.—There are about 1,500 commercial banks and 
branches acting as general depositaries. A part of the funds with veneral 
depositaries are placed with the banks in order to make working cash balances 
readily available to Government agencies at locations some distance from 
Federal Reserve banks and branches. However, most of the funds are placed 
With the banks as a part of an arrangement under which the banks are compen- 
sated for various fiscal services rendered the Government by Paying them 
interest on certain public debt obligations which they hold. Payment to the 
banks by this means usually is accomplished by depositing funds in the banks for 
the account of the Treasurer of the United States and allowing the banks to 
invest an equal amount in 2 percent depositary bonds or, in some instances, in 
other types of Government bonds. The funds (except for allowances for float 
and reserve requirements) are deposited with the banks for the purpose of 
compensating them for their services through interest earned on the bonds. 

The Treasury Department uses this means to compensate banks for the 
following services: 

1. Maintaining the general accounts of the Treasurer of the United States 

2. Providing banking services in foreign countries. 





630 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


” 


3. Providing banking facilities at military posts, naval stations, and other 
Government installations in the United States. 

4. Maintaining State unemployment compensation benefit payment and clearing 
accounts. 

5. Maintaining veterans unemployment compensation benefit payment accounts. 

6. Cashing Government checks in the Washington, D. C., area. 

7. Maintaining official checking accounts of postmasters. 

The Treasury does not agree that it compensates banks for these services. 
The position of the Treasury on this subject was expressed by the Fiscal Assistant 
Secretary of the Treasury in a letter to the General Accounting Office dated 
July 28, 1952, in which he stated that the “Treasury does not pay banks for 
services,” but that it deposits Government funds with the banks to the extent 
that such funds “are warranted by the services performed by the banks.” More- 
over, the maintenance of balances with the banks for this purpose does not 
“necessarily involve any expense to the Treasury.” 

In our opinion, the Congress under these procedures is not able to exercise its 
constitutional prerogative of determining whether public funds should be spent 
for any or all of the seven types of services performed by the banks and, if public 
funds are to be used, the maximum amount that should be spent for such 
services. The Treasury Department, rather than the Congress, now makes 
these determinations. 

Moreover, under present procedures information is not available as to the 
cost to the Government of the services performed by the banks, either in total 
or by types of services, as the cost is included as part of the interest on the 
public debt. The closest available approximation to the actual total cost to 
the Government of all services provided by the banks is the amount of interest 
paid on depositary bonds—$8,440,000 for the fiscal vear 1954. Towever, this 
is not a precise measurement of the actual cost to the Government of the fiscal 
services because— ‘ 

1. The banks sometimes purchase Government bonds other than depositary 
bonds as collateral for the Government funds deposited with them. Interest 
paid on such bonds should be included in the cost of the fiscal services. 

2. Depositary bonds are sometimes purchased by the banks without having 
any Government funds deposited with them. Only the amount of interest in 
excess of that which would be earned on Government securities normally pur- 
chased by banks would represent payments for fiscal services. 

The total depositary bonds outstanding at December 31, 1954, amounted to 
$432,761,500. About $300 million of these bonds were held by banks providing 
banking facilities at military posts and other Government installations and 
banks providing banking services in foreign countries. However, information 
is not readily available in the Treasury as to precisely how much of the total 
depositary bonds outstanding at any time are allocable to each of the seven 
types of services listed above. 

Treasury Department officials have cited the act of June 11, 1942 (12 U.S. C. 
265), the act of June 19, 1922 (31 U. S. C. 473), and the Second Liberty Bond 
Act, as amended (31 U. 8S. C. 771), as authority for depositing funds in banking 
institutions for the account of the Treasurer. The Second Liberty Bond Act, as 
amended (31 U. S. C. 752), was cited as the authority for the issuance of de- 
positary bonds. 

We feel that some doubt exists as to whether the funds made available by the 
Congress for interest on the public debt are intended to be used to finance the 
cost of fiscal services rendered by banks to the Government and its employees 
in lieu of obtaining direct appropriations for such purposes. In our report on 
the audit of the Office of the Treasurer of the United States for the period June 
21, 1949, through June 30, 1951, which was transmitted to the Congress on June 8, 
1953, and again in our audit report for the fiscal years 1952 and 1953, trans- 
mitted June 14, 1954, we recommended that the Congress consider whether the 
Secretary should continue to finance the cost of fiscal services in this manner. 
The reports also brought to the attention of the Congress the equally doubtful 
question as to the propriety of expenditures by the Armed Forces and civilian 
agencies in furnishing adequate quarters, equipment, and related services, in- 
cluding guards for banking facilities, free of charge. Indications at certain in- 
stallations are that such expenditures may be considerable. 
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Gold 


All of the gold owned by the Government, except for gold of the Exchange 
Stabilization Fund, is held by or for the account of the Treasurer of the United 
States. Practically all of this gold is purchased, held, and sold for the Treasurer 
by the Bureau of the Mint. The gold for which the Treasurer is responsible is 
held either as security for gold certificates and gold certificate credits out 
standing, as a reserve for United States notes and Treasury notes of 1890 out 
standing, or as free gold in the general fund of the Treasury. The following 
schedule shows the status of gold at December 31, 1954. 


Total gold held by or for the account of the Treasurer__ $21, 712, 306, 000 


Less : 
Gold certificates held by the public ‘ 34, 971, 000 
Gold certificates held by Federal Reserve banks____- 2, 815, 569, GOO 
Gold certificate credits held by Federal Reserve banks , 216, 953, 000 
Reserve for United States notes and Treasury notes of 1890 156, 039, 000 


NE 8 Sd : Ba fe 3 = 7 » 223, n3z, GOO 


188, 774, ( 000 


Free gold______- 


Since the passage of the Gold Reserve Act in 1934, gold certificates have 
been issued only to Federal Reserve banks. The certiicates cannot be put into 
public circulation by the banks and are redeemable for gold only under condi- 
tions prescribed in the Gold Reserve Act of 1984 (31 U. 8. C. 408a). Gold cer- 
tificates now are rarely issued to the Federal Reserve banks; gold transactions 
are usually accomplished without actually issuing certificates to evidence the 
sold certificate credits held by the banks with the Treasurer of the United States. 

The gold certificates and gold certificate credits held by the Federal Reserve 
banks provide, in part, the security backing Federal Reserve notes, which are 
issued by the Federal Reserve banks under Government auspices. The notes 
are issued at the discretion of the Federal Reserve Board by the 12 parent 
Federal Reserve banks and are redeemable in lawful money by the issuing banks 
rather than by the Treasury Department. A portion (as determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury) of the liability of the Treasurer for gold certificates 
or gold certificate credits due the Federal Reserve banks is required by law to 
be set aside to provide a fund to finance the redemption of Fe eral Reserve notes 
by the Treasurer for the banks. The notes are secured by the deposit by the 
issuing bank with its Federal Reserve agent (the chairman of its board of 
directors) of a like amount of collateral consisting of gold certificates or gold 
certificate credits with the Treasurer of the United States, such discounted or 
purchased paper as is eligible under the terms of the Federal Reserve Act, and 
direct obligations of the United States. Each Federal Reserve bank must have 
zold certificates or gold certificate credits (including those deposited with the 
Federal Reserve agent) of at least 25 percent of the notes actually in circulation. 
Since the amount of Federal Reserve notes that can be put into circulation, 
unlike gold and silver certificates, is not limited to the amount of gold and 
silver bullion held by the Treasurer of the United States, they provide the 
Nation with an elastic currency that can be increased or decreased according 
to varying economic conditions. At December 31, 1954, approximately 90 percent 
of the dollar amount (48 percent of the number of currency bills) of the cur- 
rency of the United States in circulation was represented by these notes. Federal 
Reserve notes in circulation at that date amounted to $25,944,983,000. 


*The exchange stabilization fund, which is administered by the Office of International 
Finance in the Treasury Department, was established January 30, 1934, by the Gold 
Reserve Act of 1934. That act permanently appropriated $2 billion to the fund, represent- 
ing the increment to the United States resulting from the reduction in the gold content 
of gold coins effective January 31, 1934. Pursuant to authority contained in sec. 7 of the 
Bretton Woods Agreement Act (31 U. S. C. 822a), the Secretary of the Treasury in 
February 1947 transferred $1,800 million from the exchange stabilization fund to the 
International Monetary Fund. The exchange stabilization fund is used principally to 
earry out the Government’s foreign transactions in gold and, in some cases, to purchase 
foreign exchange under special agreements with other countries designed to stabilize the 
rate of exchange between United States dollars and foreign currency. At June 30, 1954. 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and the United States assay office in New York 
held $100,020.000 in gold for this fund. An andit of this fund by the General Accounting 
Office is neither authorized nor required under existing legislation. However. the law 
stablishing the fund directs the Secretary of the Treasury to have the fund audited 
innually and an audit report submitted to the President and the Congress. 
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The reserve in gold which must be held by or for the account of the Treasurer 
to secure United States notes and Treasury notes of 1890 is fixed by law at 
$156,039,431. Treasury notes of 1890 are also secured by silver dollars in the 
Treasury. Under the act of May 31, 1878 (31 U.S. C. 404), the amount of United 
States notes outstanding must be maintained at $346,681,016. Treasury notes 
of 1890 are no longer being issued; all such notes received in the Treasury De- 
partment are retired. The amount of these notes in circulation at December 31, 
1954, amounted to $1,142,000. 

From the early part of 1947 to November 9, 1953, it was the policy of the 
Treasury to maintain a free gold balance of about $1 billion. Since November 
9, 1953, the Treasury has maintained a free gold balance of about $500 million. 
The funds made available by the reduction in the free gold balance were used 
to retire $500 million of 24%4-percent Treasury notes maturing December 1, 1953, 
held by the Federal Reserve System. These securities were retired in order 
to permit the Treasury to issue $2,200 million of 2%-percent Treasury bonds 
maturing September 15, 1961, without exceeding the legal limitation on the public 
debt. 


Silver 

All silver bullion owned by the Government is held by or for the account of the 
Treasurer. Practically all of the silver, like gold, is purchased, held, and sold 
for the Treasurer by the Bureau of the Mint. Several laws spell out the powers 
of the Secretary of the Treasury with respect to the handling of the silver. 
The most significant of these laws are the Silver Purchase Act of 1934 (31 
U. S. C. 338), section 4 of the act of July 6, 1989 (31 U. S. C. 316c), and the act 
of July 31, 1946 (31 U. S. C. 316d). 

Most of the silver is held as security for silver certificates and Treasury 
notes of 1890 outstanding. Following is a Summary showing the status of silver 
at December 31, 1954. 

Silver bullion: 
At monetary value $2, 171, 138, 000 
At cost value 11, 031, 000 
Re NN i 6s ia sch Redes nt hdd av beled te ssi age eee 267, 720, 000 
Subsidiary coin 47, 761, 000 


Total 2, 497, 650, 000 


Less: 
Silver certificates in circulation 2, 413, 999, 000 
Treasury notes of 1890 in cireulation 1, 142, 000 


Total 2, 415, 141, 000 
Free silver 82, 509, 000 

Mr. Campretyi. That is a report dated February 28, addressed to 
the Honorable Albert Thomas, of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

Senator Symrneton. Thank you. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Campbell, I have 
listened to the interrogation with a great deal of interest and have 
read carefully your statement. It is a little difficult for me to recon- 
cile in principle what you say in your statement with 1 or 2 of 
the answers, because at page 7 of the statement near the top, I read 
this clause or this sentence 


there is no doubt that they properly may be considered as debts of the United 
States within the constitutional taxing authority granted to Congress. 


Then you say back two pages: 
There is, however, a constitutional limitation on the taxing power of the 


Congress. That power may be exercised only “to pay the debts and provide 
for the common defense and general welfare of the United States.” 
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In other words, it seems to me you are saving there we are tread 
ing on pretty thin ice if we use the taxing power to pay something 
that is not a debt; that consequently, if we have to rely on revenues 
from the taxing power to pay the debt, it is part of the debt of the 
United States. 

Mr. Campsets. I think that material on page 7 of the statement, 
to which you refer, might be read another way. 

In other words, I say, “There is no doubt that they properly may 
be considered as debts.” I do not say that they necessarily are strictly 
legal debts, but that they may be considered debts, because I think 
we are going to have - d: Ly them one day. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, 1 might say to you during the hear- 
ings all along, this debt question and the use of the taxing power 
has been of serious concern to me, and I think I raised that con 
stitutional question when it was first brought up in the committee, 
as well as raising some questions about the use of the taxing power 
where you had a general excise tax and dedicating that to support a 
particular bond issue. 

In other words, I have challenged the idea that this is strictly a 
use tax. I do not think that the gasoline tax is strictly a use tax, 
if you dedicate the proceeds of it to the Interstate System, which is 
what S. 1160 would do, as it dedicates in effect all over the ceiling of 
$6221% million to the benefit of a particular bond issue. 

I question that as a matter of public policy, even if it could be done. 
i have prepared and expect to introduce today a bill which I hope 
offers a new choice to the Congress on this whole matter. 

I do not accept the statement that our alternatives are between 
straight appropriation and bond issues. In the bill which I propose 
today I do two things from a financing point of view. 

One is I utilize the customary proc cedure of mi aking authorizations 
for apportionments of highway allocations to the different systems in 
stepped-up amount, but the language is identical with the existing law 
so far as the apportionments are concerned. 

The second thing I do is to adopt that corporation idea but to use 
it for a different purpose, and to get its funds in a different way. 

I speak about both of those, and I will try to make it simple, because 
1 would like to get your general comment on this. 

Mr. Campsett. This has not come to us yet. 

Senator Casr. No, and any comment you make is by oral statement 
and not by any an: alysis which you have made, 

First of all, with respect to stepping up the amount of appropriated 
funds, as you know, on our river and harbor and flood-control work, 
to determine whether a project is feasible, the Corps of Engineers 
makes a study of a project and determines the flood losses or the dam- 
ages over a period of years, usually 25 years, capitalizes that, so to 
speak, and determines what the annual loss is. 

Then it determines what it would cost to create a system of flood- 
control preventive works, and if its amortized cost or its amortized 
benefits are at a ratio of 1 to 1, it is reported as a feasible project. 

In other words, there we capitalize the potential damages or the 
potential benefits over a period of years, and when we get a ratio of 
1 to 1 or better, it is a feasible project. 
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I am suggesting that we use that sort of thing for matching the 
amount of money ‘that we might appropriate each | year. If the gaso- 
line revenues would produce $54 billion in 30 years, I am suggesting 
that we might appropriately make available for highway purposes 
one-thirtieth of that per year for 10 years. 

I recognize that that would be asking the Federal Treasury to make 
available in appropriations an amount more than the actual revenues 
during the first 10 years, but by the same token, during the last 10 
years, it would exceed that. 

That way, we get $1,800 million, one-thirtieth of $54 billion. One- 
thirtieth of that that we might appropriate for a period of 10 years: 
that $1,800 million would compare with approximately $1 billion made 
available under the current highway act. 

That of itself steps up the funds. Actually, I assume, as far as 
the method is concerned, that would not raise any question since it 
utilizes the same language that we have used in Federal highway 
acts in recent years. 

Mr. Camese.t. I would like to give that some consideration before 
commenting on it, Senator Case. I think it is an interesting approach. 

Senator Case. Keep in mind the way we approach the feasibility 
of flood-control projects. With respect to the second, I propose to 
utilize a corporation, to create a National Interstate Right-of-Way 
Corporation, and then to give the righ-of-way Corporation the re- 
sponsibility for acquiring the rights- of- way upon the application of 
the States, coupled with an agreement to pay 10 percent of the cost 
of the rights-of-way. 

I place also on the Corporation the authority and responsiblity for 
construction of major tunnels and bridges that would be of sufficient 
cost and character that they would warrant placing a toll on them, 
and then give the right-of-way Corporation the right to issue revenue 
bonds on such structures—tunnels or bridges—of this major character. 

Would you see any objection to a Corporation issuing direct revenue 
bonds, secured by the tolls? It would be a direct application of the 
same principle that we have in toll bridges generally. 

Mr. Campse.u. I would like to think about that, sir. 

Senator Case. As further sources of revenue for the Corporation, 
I propose that it have a borrowing power for general obligations to 
which the Secretary of the Treasury might subscribe not in excess 
cf 500 million per year, or $5 billion total, the same as is proposed 
in the Clay report, to which the Secretary of the Treasury might 
subscribe, but I do not direct him to. 

These general obligations could be sold as obligations of the Cor- 
poration. 

In order to assure that there would be revenues to retire those 
obligations sometime outside of the taxing power of the Gover nment, 
I propose to give the corporation authority to earn money in 1 of 3 
or 4 different ways. 

For one, they would have the authority to grant for valuable con- 
siderations easements to maintain water, power, heat, communication 
lines, pipelines, and any facilities for the rendition of public utility 
services on, over, or under any of the right-of-w ay lands. 

I have in mind there that if you had a big gasline like what we used 
to call the Big Inch, if you wanted to come up through the country 
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and follow the line of an interstate highway, then you could, from the 
Interstate Highway Corporation, get a right to run those lines be 
tween the two ribbons of pavement or along the sides, and then the 
individual would have to deal only with the Interstate Highway Co 
poration, and not with a multitude of private landowners. 

To what extent it would be used, I do not know, but at least it would 
be a possible source of revenue. 

Mr. Camere.y. I would like to reserve on that, sir. 

Senator Case. A second source of earning revenue would be to 
grant temporary permits for raising of stock or cutting of hay or 
conducting of other agricultural operations on the right-of-way that 
might be purchased in advance of the time that it is needed for 
construction—taking into consideration that Mr. du Pont, the im 
mediate past Commissioner of Public Roads, has expressed some con 
cern about what will happen to the costs of land that will be needed 
for the rights-of-way once he embarks upon an accelerated program 
for highways, and he thinks it is very important to acquire the rights- 
of-way once a route has been decided upon. 

That is the reason for allowing the Corporation to issue bonds. But 
there might be a considerable per riod of time before actual construction 
took plac e. The rights-of-way for the interstate highways have been 
suggested for as much as 300 feet wide, and I think that might as 
well be used for agricultural purposes. 

I have already mentioned the tolls, but the biggest source of prospec 
tive revenues for this right-of-way Corporation would be to provide 
for the use of permit licenses for motor vehicles of 20,000 pounds or 
more gross weight using any highway in the Interstate System. 

When the Secretary ‘of the Treasury was here, he used the term 

“user tax,” and applied it to the gas revenues. Repeatedly during the 
hearings I have pointed out that I do not think it is a true user tax 
if you dedicate to the highway system, but if we build an Interstate 
System to very high specifications so that it will stand the pounding 
of big trucks and buses, and some of them are using diesel fuel, which 
is taxed at the same rate as gasoline yet goes much farther—it has 
seemed to me that a true user tax, a true user revenue, would be a 
license fee for every truck traveling on the Interstate System. 

I have estimated that the schedule 1 proposed in this bill will yield 
on the current number of trucks that weigh more than 20,000 pounds 
approximately $211 million, which would be a substantial source of 
revenue. 

That, of course, would go on so that if you issued a total of $5 bil- 
lion worth of bonds at the rate of $5 million a year and to get approxi- 
mately $400 million on your truck licenses alone—would you consider 
that sound financing for the retirement of the general obligation / 

Mr. Campse... | will give that careful study. It sounds very in- 
teresting. 

Senator Case. I might say, in addition to the Corporation regula- 
tions, it would be subject to the provisions of the Government Corpo- 
ration Control Act of 1948. 

I would appreciate it if you would—and I will have the bill sent 
down to you, but I would like to have you—consider it in the light of 
the objections which I think you have properly raised to Senate bill 
S. L16u. 
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Mr. Campsen.. I certainly will. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symrineron. Mr. Comptroller General, | would like to con- 
gratulate you and your associates for the splendid presentation which 
you have made this morning. I believe that you confirmed the opin- 
ion of Senator Byrd—so far as I am concerned—that this plan is 
essentially disingenuous. 

I think he used a sharper term than that, but based on the proper 
reading of the language at the top of page 7, this would be an obliga- 
tion of at least a moral nature. If that is the case, I think that to 
allow these Government bonds to be bought by the public, not to ree- 
organize it as part of the Federal debt, is essentially immoral. 

As I understand it, you are opposed to some of the Government 
corporations, and I use your own words, “unless for the most com- 
pelling reasons or overriding public necessity.” 

Mr. Campsett. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. Our office has tra- 
ditionally felt that way generally, and I personally feel just as 
strongly or even more strongly about it. 

Senator Symineton. Therefore, if we need these roads under this 
program for national defense or for the improved economic develop- 
ment of the country, the only way at this time that you see it can be 
done is through direct appropriations, which would be applicable to 
the Federal debt ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Campsett. I would not say that is the only way it should be 
done. I think it can be done in any way the Congress should decide. 

Senator Symrvatron. That is the only way you would recommend 
it be done? 

Mr. Camppett. That is correct. 

Senator Symrveron. Of course, we might get an opinion from the 
Attorney General which differs from that. Inasmuch as you and your 
staff are primarily representatives of the Congress, and inasmuch as 
there have already been some decisions rendered that are applicable to 
this matter, it would be up to Congress to decide; is that correct ? 

Mr. Camppett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Senator Neuberger, I note that you have just 
come in. We are about ready to take the next witness, but have you 
any questions that you would like to ask? 

Senator Neunercer. I was at another committee meeting. I do not 
think it would be fair for me to question the Comptroller General 
since I do not know what the others have asked him, and I might dupli- 
sate their questions. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Syminocron. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. I just hoped you would not construe the answer 
which you elicited from the Comptroller General as his final opinion 
as to how Congress should deal with the Corporation in the bill which 
I am going to introduce today, which proposes a new source of rev- 
enue for the Corporation. 

Senator Symineron. No, indeed, I am sure that the Comptroller 
General knows that anything which the distinguished junior Senator 
from South Dakota imtroduces as legislation is always carefully 
thought out and merits full consideration. 
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I only wanted to point out that there is a basic cleavage in view- 
point and belief: Those who believe that it can be done through a 
Corporation and therefore, does not have to reflect itself as a basic 
liability against the Federal debt, and those who believe the opposite. 

Senator Kucuer.. Mr. Chairman, let me say that I doubt very 
much that there is any cleavage in the committee with respect to this 
question of the national debt—any partisan cleavage—because it seems 
to me whether or not the Congress were actually to adopt legislation 
creating a new Corporation empowered to issue revenue bonds, I for 
one want the question of the debt considered every time an appro- 
priation is made or every time the right is given to raise money to a 
new Corporation in any fashion. 

[ point out I have not had an opportunity yet to read this long and 
interesting report of the Comptroller General, but to the extent we 
have obligations now, they do not, strictly speaking, fall within the 
limits; I think it is wrong. 

I doubt very much that there is a cleavage in the committee on this, 
and as far as my questions are concerned, I have wanted to get out on 
the table all these questions with respect to the Clay report because 
whatever we do in this committee, I want the indebtedness, whatever 
form it may take, to be acknowledged completely on the table with 
every other obligation that our Government has. 

Senator Symineron. I used the word “cleavage,” as it was my feel- 
ing, for example, that the senior member of the committee on the other 
side was for S. 1160; I was not thinking of any bipartisan cleavage 
here. 

My guess would be that inasmuch as Senator Case has introduced a 
totally new and refreshing approach to the problem, that he thinks 
the bill could be improved, and he is not completely for it. 

I know that Senator Byrd has come before the committee and I 
believe he said it was the first time in his career in the Congress that he 
has ever come before a committee protesting so emphatically as he did 
against this bill. 

I personally believe that Senator Gore’s bill is a very fine approach 
tothe problem. I donot think there is anything bipartisan about it at 
all, but I do think there is a great deal of difference of opinion as to 
what the bill should be. That is healthy. 

Iam very much impressed with the statement that has been made by 
the Comptroller General. I would say that his analysis of the bill 
reflects very clearly some of the thinking that I have been able to 
develop on it during these hearings. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think possibly someone present at 
the time that I presented, in behalf of Senator Martin the bill S. 1160 
on the floor of the Senate, will remember, that at that time I stated that 
I was presenting it because he was not able to be there, that Senator 
Chavez and I were also putting our names on it with reservations, 
that I had just read the bill and did not write it. 

I made that statement at the first meeting of the committee, and I 
said then I had read the bill, and I not only have reservations, but I 
had very serious questions about the bill. 

My questioning has gone along this same line, of issuing the general 
obligation and having a Treasury liability for them and retiring them 
through the revenue of a specific tax. 

61030—55—41 
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Senator Neusercer. May I ask Senator Case a question? 

Senator Symineron. Surely. 

Senator Neusercer. I was interested in your mileage or distance tax 
on trucks. Does that contemplate that that would be an additional 
tax on top of the State taxes already imposed, for the weight and 
distance ? 

Senator Case. No; it would be a flat license permit fee, and would 
be entirely independent of whatever the States may to do in that 
regard. 

Might I illustrate it this way: If you want to hunt, you purchase a 
license from your State in order to hunt. If you want to hunt migra- 
tory waterfowl, you buy a duck stamp and put it on your license. 

My suggestion is if a truck weighing more than 20,000 pounds was on 
the Interstate System, that it have a duck stamp, so to speak, to pay for 
that travel. 

Senator Neupercer. Does that suggest the weight and distance? 

Senator Case. No; I put it entirely on the basis of the weight. It 
was suggested that we put on the miles, but I thought that was not 
necessary. I think there would be enough revenue without it. 

Senator Neupercer. The reason I asked it is my State happens to 
have a high weight and distance tax, one of the highest, and I was just 
wondering how much they could carry in a State like mine. 

Senator Case. I do not want to argue too much, but I will just say 
this: That the alternatives are to increase the gasoline tax and have the 
general motorist and the user of gasoline who is not using it even for 
highway purposes lay down an Interstate System of highways which 
are built to the standards that will support the 20,000-pound-trucks, or 
over, of gross weight, or whether that heavyweight truck traffic itself 
should make the extra contribution rather than the general motorist 
and the nonhighway user of gasoline. 

Senator Neusercer. In other words, you exempt the nonhighway 
user of gasoline. 

Senator Symrneron. Gentlemen, as far as I know, nobody here has 
seen this bill except the distinguished junior Senator from South 
Dakota. I am sure we are all interested in studying it; but I would 
suggest that inasmuch as we have another witness, and I think that 
Senator Case mentioned the fact that he was going to present this bill 
to the Senate today, that it might be well to proceed with the next 
witness. 

Senator Case. I expect to introduce it today. I did send a copy of 
it to all the members of the committee. 

Senator Symineton. If it would meet with your approval then, we 
would like to get on with the present hearing. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Campbell. 

The next witness is the distinguished citizen of the State of the 
junior Senator from South Carolina, I will ask Senator Thurmond to 
introduce him to the committee. 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, it is a great pleasure for us to have here with us today a great 
American, a man who has spent his life in road construction. 

He served 24 years as a State highway engineer; about 7 years of 
which he served as chief State highway engineer; and for the past 8 
years he has served as the chief highway commissioner. That is the 
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top position in the South Carolina Highway Department. He has 
held many positions of honor and trust in the State and National road 
associations, and is held in high esteem among those who are engaged 
in road building. 

It is a great pleasure for me to present to the committee the chief 
commissioner of the South Carolina Highway Department, Hon. C. R. 
McMillan, and incidentally, a brother to Congressman John L. 
MeMillan, one of our colleagues. 

Senator Symrneton. Mr. McMillan, the committee is honored to 
have you with us today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. C. R. McMILLAN, CHIEF COMMISSIONER, 
SOUTH CAROLINA STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 


Mr. McMiunzian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, my name is C. R. McMillan. Iam chief highway commis- 
sioner of South Carolina and I appear before you in this capacity 
today. 

I am here at the invitation of the committee and will try to answer 
your questions to the best of my ability. I have studied both Federal- 
aid road bills—the so-called administration bill, S. 1160, and the Gore 
bill, S. 1048—and from my knowledge of Federal-aid for highways, 
I think an unwise course would be charted if S. 1160 were passed in 
its present form. 

I have spent my entire working life in highway work in South Caro- 
lina, where I was an engineer for the State highway department from 
1923 until 1947, when I was promoted through the ranks to the admin- 
istrative head of the department. 

In my capacity as an engineer and as a highway administrator for 
32 years, I have had an opportunity to follow very closely many de- 
tails regarding Federal-aid road matters and to observe the long range 
effects of Federal-aid to States, and the development of our system of 
highways. 

From reports I have had about these hearings, there seems to be 
general acceptance of the idea that we need an accelerated highway 
construction program to modernize our highways. South Carolina 
will welcome an expanded program. 

I have expressed my preference for legislation following the plan 
of S. 1048, although actually South Carolina would get more Federal- 
aid under S. 1160 than it would under S. 1048. I want to make it clear 
at the outset that I would be shortsighted indeed, as would any other 
State highway administrator, to favor any plan merely because it pro- 
vides greater Federal aid. 

What especially disturbs me about S. 1160 in its present form is the 
emphasis placed on the early completion of the Interstate System. 
In my opinion, this emphasis is all out of proportion to the importance 
of the Interstate System in the overall lalate transportation pic- 
ture, particularly since this proposed expansion would be at the ex- 
pense of other important highways. Much stress has been placed 
upon the estimates that the Interstate System of 37,600 miles, con- 
stituting only 1.2 percent of the Nation’s total road mileage, will carry 
a seventh of all traffic. I have no quarrel to make about these esti- 
mates. I think they are accurate. 
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What I do want to point out, however, is that there are many, many 
miles of other primary routes which need modernizing which carry 
more traflic, eiltieniie than the Interstate System. If we should 
select the sections of highways in the Nation, without respect to classi- 
fied systems, which are potentially the heaviest volume carrying sec- 
tions, and list these sections in the descending order of their traffic 
volume potentialities, we would find that we could provide for the 
same one-seventh of the total traffic with considerably less than 37,600 
miles of improved highways. 

The Interstate System makes a beautiful picture on the map of the 
United States of a supersystem of connected highways. Hewever, 
it neglects sections of other highways which are of greater importance 
than some sections of the Interstate System. 

I think that whatever Federal-aid legislation is passed for an ac- 
celerated program should be flexible enough to provide the most 
urgently needed road sections first, working all along toward the 
ultimate goal of having a connected system of interstate highways 
by the time the potential traffic on each section of the Interstate 
System justifies it. 

Under S. 1160, many States will find themselves building sections 
of the Interstate System to million-dollar standards out to the south 
or east of cities and to the north or west skimping in costs on the 
design of highways carrying many times the traffic of the interstate 
sections. 

This sort of a situation may look good on map drawing boards, 
but it just does not look the same to the motorist on the road. 

No fixed formula is provided in S. 1160 for apportioning interstate 
Federal-aid funds. I consider this to be a serious deficiency. The 
lack of a distribution formula specifically stated in the law will 
encourage estimate padding and pressure tactics among the States 
to get the most funds they can. 

The windfall advantages to States having already built toll roads 
seem to me to have been poorly thought out. Senator Byrd stressed 
this in his statement before this committee on March 18. In my 
judgment he has sized up the situation as well as anybody I know 
could have done. 

I also endorse Senator Byrd’s statement that he thought it fan- 
tastic that there would be no need for road development on the 
Interstate System during the 22 year period after initial construction 
is completed and before the bonds issued to pay for the program are 
retired. 

We in South Carolina went through the same sort of thinking in 
1929. We thought then that we could complete a whole system of 
roads first and look ahead only to maintaining the highways built. 
We completed that system of highways in about 1935 and we are still 
completing it. 

As a matter of fact, it seems that every year we make up estimates 
of what our needs are, they surpass all prior years’ estimates, although 
since 1929 we have spent on permanent improvements five times what 
our estimates were in 1929 to complete the system. 

Senate bill S. 1048 provides for a continuation of the traditional 
policy of Federal-aid to States for an expanded program commen- 
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surate with the highway needs, and on a basis of a fixed formula for 
the apportionment of the funds among the States. 

I believe S. 1048 will provide for a well-balanced, accelerated 
Federal-aid highway construction program which the States can ad- 
minister with public support. For those States which have greater 
demands for the immediate construction of the Interstate System 
more urgent than other roads on the Federal-aid primary system, 
they can apply their Federal-aid primary funds to projects on the 
Interstate System. 

There is, however, one provision of S. 1058, which I earnestly be- 
lieve this committee should give serious consideration to modifying. 
That is the one-third, two-thirds matching formula for projects on 
the Interstate System. In view of the extremely high standards 
which will be required by the Federal Government, adding tremen- 
dously to the cost of these roads, it seems to me that the Federal 
Government should bear about 90 percent of the cost. 

In conclusion, may I thank this committee for the opportunity 
afforded me to appear here today in support of legislation for an 
expanded highway construction program. The needs are real, and 
I sincerely hope that this committee will recommend legislation to 
meet these needs. 

Thank you. 

Senator Symrneton. Thank you, Mr. McMillan. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I think that 
is a very fine statement. I found it particularly attractive to me, Mr. 
MeMillan, because I think it almost describes in several respects what 
you find in the bill which I propose to introduce today. 

The bill which I propose to introduce today puts the matching on 
the interstate on a 90-10 percent basis, just as you suggested. 

It also gives a formula for the apportionment of the interstate funds, 
and it steps up the secondary and the primary so as to make possible 
a more balanced completion of systems. 

It also increases the transfer clause from 10 percent to 20 percent as 
between funds so that the State could be sure of balanced completion. 

I am not going to ask any questions. When I find a witness has 
laid such a nice basis for the bill which I am going to introduce, I 
have no questions. 

Senator Symineton. Senator Thurmond. 

Senator THurmonp. Chief McMillan, I would like to ask you this 
question: Is there any doubt in your mind that we do need an expanded 
highway system ? 

Mr. McMuzan. No, sir. There is, I believe, no doubt in my mind 
as far as my ability to know is concerned. I do not know all the United 
States, but I know our section of it. 

Senator THurmonp. Unless we do begin construction of an ex- 
panded highway system, do you visualize within the next 10 years 
a tremendous, terrific traffic jam and congestion ? 

Mr. McMitian. We have reached that stage now. As you know, 
Senator, when you were Governor of South Carolina, we expanded 
and emphasized a secondary road program to get the people out of 
the mud that had been in there a long time during the war, and we 
could not wait and under your administration we started that. 
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We have gotten them out of the mud, but in getting them out of the 
mud, we neglected the primary system where we got the money with 
which to build these other roads, and we are attempting to step up very 
rapidly the improvement of that system, and we can do it. 

e are already bottlenecked. We are just fortunate that the local 
people do not realize it as much as I do. 

Senator Tuurmonp. Is it your thinking, if this Interstate System is 
built, that the States in cooperation with the Federal Government 
should select the routes of these new highways? 

Mr. McMittan. Certainly I think that is true in the selection of any 
roads. Even in the secondary roads, we saw the wisdom of asking the 
county delegations to cooperate with us, because they knew more about 
this local condition than I did or any of the engineers with me, and 
we neded their support and cooperation. 

I think the Federal Government or the Bureau of Public Roads 
needs our assistance and advice in the selection of interstate roads in 
South Carolina as much as we needed the advice of the local people. 

Senator THurmonp. Considering the urgent need for an Interstate 
Highway System, as has been described, is it your recommendation 
that the Congress not delay and proceed at this session to enact legis- 
lation to begin construction of such a system ? 

Mr. McMuxtan. I certainly would recommend that they go ahead 
with it, but not to the extent of neglecting the other main roads. 

I think they must go along together. The public demands it. We 
work for the public, and without doing that, we would find ourselves 
in a very, very bad position. 

Senator Tuurmonp. I want to thank you very much, Chief Mc- 
Millan, for your fine statement, which has been very favorably re- 
ceived before this committee. 

Mr. McMuuan. Thank you, sir. 

Senator THurmonp. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuer. I have no questions, but I join with your own 
Senator, Mr. McMillan, in congratulating you on your presentation 
here today. 

Senator Symrnetron. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Nevunercer. No, Mr. Chairman. I would just like to say 
though that I thank Mr. McMillan for his fine presentation, and my 
State is similar to South Carolina in that it is very dependent on 
agricultural economy. 

I agree with you that too much stress on the Interstate System will 
result in the main sufferers being our rural people, and there is just 
going to be so much to be spent on roads, and if the vast preponder- 
ance is spent on the Interstate System, which is all limited access, 
that the people in remote rural areas are going to have a difficult 
time getting into town for the various purposes. I think that is a 
very serious thing in this administration proposal, that it is going to 
be at the expense of the rural agricultural States like your State and 
my State. 

And, I want to thank you very much for your presentation. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. McMillan, what is the reaction among the 
people in the small towns with regard to the Interstate System which 
often bypasses the towns? 
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Mr. McMitian. We have a big selling problem. We have that 
trouble right in our laps now. We have to spend much more time 
winning public support among those people and explaining just what 
it is for, why it is, rather than on the drafting board drawing and 
planning roads. 

I find that in my case more so than anyone else in our State. We 
have got to secure that public support. If we do not, we are stalled. 
We are stalled even though the Federal Government would furnish 
the money. 

Senator SymrneTron. Would you say that there are many more 
people in your State today who are opposed to the Interstate System 
than who are for it? 

Mr. McMittan. No, sir; I think they do not understand much 
about it; and unless we get them better informed, we will find our- 
selves stopped by the people by the time we got half through. 

Senator Symrneron. In other words, a selling job has to be done 
to put this over, is that it? 

Mr. MoMitzan. Yes, sir. 

Senator SymiNneton. Again I want to thank you very much for 
coming before the committee, and we appreciate it. 

Tomorrow, Tuesday, March 29, Attorney General Herbert Brownell 
and Commissioner C. D. Curtis of the Bureau of Public Roads will 
come before the committee. 

If there is no further business, the committee will stand adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the committee was adjourned to re- 
convene Tuesday, March 29, 1955, at 10 a. m., at the same place.) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 29, 1955 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 
Present: Senators Chavez, Gore (presiding), McNamara, Case, and 


Bush. 


Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. This morning, 
in addition to the bills which we have been considering heretofore, the 
committee has before it a bill introduced yesterday by our distin- 
guished colleague, the Senator from South Dakota, Senate bill 1573. 
(The above- ‘mentioned document is as follows: ) 


[S. 15738, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide a ten-year program of Federal-aid highway authorization ; to establish 
a corporation to acquire rights-of-way required for the completion of the national system 
of interstate highways ; and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—INCREASED FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY AUTHORIZATIONS 


TEN-YEAR FEDERAL-AID PRIMARY AND SECONDARY HIGHWAY AUTHORIZATIONS 


SECTION 1. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the Federal- 
Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (89 Stat. 355), and all Acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
for each of the ten fiscal years, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, 
the sum of $810,000,000. 

(b) The sum authorized by subsection (a) to be appropriated for each of such 
fiscal years shall be available for expenditure as follows: 

(1) $360,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system ; such 
amount to be in addition to the amounts authorized in section 2 (a) for appro- 
priation to the interstate system, a portion of the primary system. 

(2) $360,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid secondary system. 

(3) $90,000,000 for projects on the Federal-aid primary highway system in 
urban areas and for projects on approved extension of the Federal-aid secondary 
system within urban areas; such amount to be in addition to the $270,000,000 
authorized in section 2 (e) for appropriation to the urban connections and access 
roads in connection with the national system of interstate highways. 

(c) The sums authorized to be appropriated by this section for each fiscal 
year, respectively, shall be apportioned among the several States in the manner 
now provided by law and in accordance with the formulas set forth in section 4 of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838). 

(d) Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of 
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the fiscal year for which such sums are authorized to be appropriated, and any 
portions of sums so apportioned remaining unexpended at the end of such period 
shall lapse. For the purposes of this subsection any sums apportioned to a State 
shall be deemed to have been expended, if the State has entered into a formal 
agreement with the Secretary of Commerce for the expenditure of such sums on 
specific highway projects. 

(e) In the case of any sums apportioned to any State for projects on the 
Federal-aid secondary highway system, the Secretary of Commerce may, upon 
the request of any State, discharge his responsibility relative to the plans, speci- 
fications, estimates, surveys, contract awards, design, inspection, and construc- 
tion of such secondary road projects by his receiving and approving a certified 
statement by the State highway department setting forth that the plans, design, 
and construction for such projects are in accordance with the standards and 
procedures of such State applicable to projects in this category approved by 
him; except that approval shall not be given unless such standards and proce- 
dures are in accordance with the objectives set forth in section 1 (b) of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. Nothing contained in this subsection shall 
be construed to relieve any State of its obligation now provided by law relative 
to maintenance, nor to relieve the Secretary of Commerce of his obligations with 
respect to the selection of the secondary system or the location of projects thereon, 
to make a final inspection after construction of each project, and to require an 
adequate showing of the estimated and actual cost of construction of each 
project. 

(f) Not more than 20 per centum of the amount apportioned to each State 
from the funds referred to in paragraphs (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (b) -may 
be transferred from apportionment under any such paragraph to apportionment 
under either of the other of such paragraphs, if the transfer is requested by the 
State highway department and is approved by the Governor of such State and 
the Secretary of Commerce as being in the public interest. The total of such 
transfers shall not increase the original apportionment under any such paragraph 
by more than 20 per centum. Nothing in this subsection shall be deemed to 
alter or impair the authority contained in the last proviso to subparagraph (b) 
of section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. 


TEN-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS FOR NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 


Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and 
improvement of the national system of interstate highways (including necessary 
bridges and tunnels and extensions through urban areas), designated in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 
(58 Stat. 838), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each of the ten 
fiscal years, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the sum of 
$900,000,000. 

(b) (1) The sum authorized to be appropriated by subsection (a) for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and the four succeeding fiscal years, shall be 
apportioned among the several States in the following manner: 

(A) One-half in the ratio which the population of each State bears to the total 
population of all the States, as shown by the latest available Federal census; 
except that no State shall receive less than three-fourths of 1 per centum of 
the sum so apportioned. 


(B) One-half in the manner now provided by law for apportionment of funds 
for the Federal-aid primary system. 

(2) The sum authorized to be appropriated by subsection (a) for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1962, and each of the four succeeding fiscal years, shall be 
apportioned among the several States in accordance with the ratio which the 
cost of completing the uncompleted portion of the national system of interstate 
highways in such State bears to the cost of completing the uncompleted portion 
of the entire national system of interstate highways. 

(c) The Federal share payable on account of any project on the national sys- 
tem of interstate highways provided for by funds made available under the pro- 
visions of this section shall be increased to 90 per centum of the total cost thereof, 
Plus a percentage of the remaining 10 per centum of such cost in any State con- 
taining unappropriated and unreserved public lands and nontaxable Indian lands, 
individual and tribal, exceeding 5 per centum of the total area of all lands 


therein, equal to the percentage that the area of such lands in such State is of its 
total area. 
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(d) Any sums apportioned to any State under the provisions of this section 
shall be available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of 
the fiscal year for which such sums are authorized to be appropriated, and any 
portions of sums so apportioned remaining unexpended at the end of such period 
shall lapse. For the purposes of this subsection any sums apportioned to a State 
shall be deemed to have been expended, if the State has entered into a formal 
agreement with the Secretary of Commerce for the expenditure of such sums on 
specific highway projects. 

(e) Not to exceed $270,000,000 of the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
by this section for any fiscal year may be expended for urban access roads in 
connection with the national system of interstate highways. 

(f) The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed to prescribe a uni- 
form system of road markings to be used on the national system of interstate 
highways, including the intersections of such highways with all other highways 
and roads, 


TEN-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FOREST ROADS 


Sec. 3. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the 
Federal Highway Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and supplemented, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated for each of the ten fiscal years, beginning 
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, (1) for forest highways, the sum of 
$24,000,000; and (2) for forest development roads and trails, the sum of $24, 
000,000. 

(b) The sums authorized to be appropriated by subsection (a) for forest de- 
velopment roads and trails shall also be available for provision of vehicular 
parking areas and recreation areas. 

(c) In any case involving the proposed construction or reconstruction of a 
timber access road with funds made available under the provisions of this 
section, advisory public hearings shall be held at a place convenient or adjacent 
to the area of construction or reconstruction and notice and reasonable oppor- 
tunity to interested persons to present their views as to the practicability and 
feasibility of such construction or reconstruction shall be given. 

(d) The sums authorized by this section to be appropriated for forest highways 
shall be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in the several 
States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico in accordance with the provisions of section 3 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950. 


TEN-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS FOR NATIONAL PARK ROADS, PARKWAYS, INDIAN ROADS, 
AND FEDERAL RESERVATION ROADS 


Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of roads 
and trails (including necessary bridges) in national parks, monuments, and other 
areas administered by the National Park Service, including areas authorized to 
be established as national parks and monuments and for national park and 
monument approach roads authorized by the Act of January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 
1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each of the 
ten fiscal years, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the sum of 
$14,000,000. 

(b) For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of parkways, au- 
thorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in the United 
States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each of the ten fiscal 
years, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the sum of $11,000,000. 

(c) For the construction, improvement, and maintenance of Indian reserva- 
tion roads and bridges, and roads and bridges to provide access to Indian 
reservations and Indian lands under the provisions of the Act approved May 
26, 1928 (45 Stat. 750), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each 
of the ten fiscal years, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the 
sum of $8,000,000. 

(d) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 10 of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated for the survey, construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of main 
roads through unappropriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable Indian 
lands, or other Federal reservations for each of the ten fiscal years, beginning 
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the sum of $1,000,000. 

(e) The location, type, and design of all roads and bridges constructed pursuant 
to the provisions of this section shall be approved by the Secretary of Commerce 
before any expenditures are made thereon, and all such construction shall be 
under the general supervision of the Secretary of Commerce. 
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ADMINISTRATION OF FUNDS AUTHORIZED BY SECTIONS 8 AND 4 


Sec. 5. Any funds authorized to be appropriated by section 3 or section 4 for 
any fiscal year shall be deemed to be available for the purpose of entering into 
contracts for the expenditure of such funds from and after the first day of 
January of the year in which such fiscal year begins. Any amount authorized 
to be appropriated by section 3 or section 4 remaining unexpended two years 
after the close of the fiscal year for which authorized to be appropriated shall 
lapse. Subject to the provisions of the first sentence of this section, the Secre- 
tary of the Department charged with the administration of such funds is hereby 
granted authority to incur obligations, approve projects, and enter into contracts 
under such authorizations and his action in doing so shall be deemed a con- 
tractual obligation of the Federal Government for the payment of the cost 
thereof and such funds shall be deemed to have been expended when so obligated. 


INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


Sec. 6. In furtherance of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, 
the Secretary of Commerce is authorized, within the limitation of forty thousand 
miles, to approve as part of the interstate system such lateral feeder and dis- 
tributing routes and circumferential routes as may be required to furnish 
maximum utility of the system within or adjacent to urban areas, provided 
that one or both ends of such routes shall lie on a route of the system. The 
Secretary is further authorized to approve as part of the interstate system 
any highway which complies with the standards of section 7 and which lies 
on an approved route of the interstate system irrespective as to whether or not 
tolls are collected for the use thereof. The Secretary is authorized, in coopera- 
tion with the State highway departments, to designate as promptly as he deems 
desirable routes to take up the mileage still undesignated so that the entire 
forty thousand miles of the system shall be designated. In approving any 
undesignated mileage the Secretary shall designate routes which shorten con- 
nections between control centers and contribute to the benefit of the system 
as a whole and are important from the point of view of national defense. In 
ease the actual construction of highways on the system increases available 
undesignated mileage, the Secretary may redesignate this mileage in accordance 
with the preceding sentence. 


STANDARDS FOR INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


Sec. 7. (a) The standards to be used for the interstate system shall be those 
approved by the Secretary after consultation with the Department of Defense, 
the Federal Civil Defense Administration, and the State highway departments. 
The Secretary is authorized to make the final determination of the standards 
to be used. 

(b) The geometric standards for the interstate system shall be such standards 
as are deemed adequate to properly accommodate the types and volume of 
traffic forecast for the twenty years immediately following enactment of this 
Act. Such standards shall provide for the development of a system as nationally 
uniform in characteristics as possible within a ten-year construction period. 

(c) The right-of-way width on the interstate system shall be adequate to 
permit construction of the route to the geometric standards provided for in 
subparagraph (b) for a period of at least twenty years following the date of 
authorization of a project under this Act. Such width shall not be deemed 
adequate if (1) it does not include provision for the addition of more traffic 
lanes at a future date, except that the maximum width in any case need not 
exceed that necessary for three moving lanes in each direction, plus service roads 
as necessary; and if (2) it does not contain the proper and necessary degree 
and type of control of access or exits from the highway which will permit 
maximum freedom of traffic flow and promote national safety. 

(d) The standards shall be periodically reviewed by the Secretary to insure 
maximum utility of the completed system with due recognition to the desirability 


of developing a national system having the greatest uniformity of characteristics 
possible. 


CONTINUANCE IN EFFECT OF PROVISIONS OF PREVIOUS FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACTS 


Sec 8. All provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, approved Decem- 
ber 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838) ; the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, approved June 
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29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105): the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950, approved 
September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785); the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1952, ap 
proved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158), and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, 
approved May 6, 1954, not inconsistent with this Act, shall remain in full force 
and effect. 


TITLE II—NATIONAL INTERSTATE HIGHWAY RIGHT-OF-WAY 
CORPORATION 


CREATION OF CORPORATION 


Sec. 201. There is hereby created, subject to the direction and supervision 
of the President, a body corporate to be known as the National Interstate 
Highway Right-of-Way Corporation. As hereafter provided in section 403, the 
Corporation shall be subject to the provisions of the Government Corporation 
Control Act. The principal office of the Corporation shall be located in the 
District of Columbia. 


MANAGEMENT OF CORPORATION 


Sec. 202. (a) The management of the Corporation shall be vested in a Board 
of Directors (hereinafter referred to as “the Board’) composed of five members 
who shall be the Secretary of Commerce (hereinafter called “Secretary’), the 
Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, and the Secretary of the Interior, or their representatives. The Board 
shall meet at least four times a year, or more often, at the call of the Secretary 
of Commerce who shall be Chairman of the Board. 

(b) The Chairman of the Board shall preside at meetings of the Board and 
be the Corporation's chief representative. He shall be responsible for general 
supervision of the activities of the staff of the Corporation. He shall also 
maintain liaison with the representatives of the States with respect to the 
operations of the Corporation in the various States. The Chairman in the 
conduct of his functions as chairman shall act in conformance with determina- 
tions of the Board and may designate one executive secretary for the Board 
who shall receive compensation at the rate of $15,000 per annum. 

(ec) The members of the Board shall receive no additional compensation, 
but may receive transportation expenses, in accordance with the standardized 
Government Travel Regulations, when engaged on assignment by the Board or 
the Chairman in connection with the business of the Corporation. 


DUTIES OF CORPORATION 


Sec. 208. (a) It shall be the duty of the Corporation— 

(1) to acquire, in the name of the United States, by purchase, donation, 
condemnation, or otherwise in accordance with the laws of the United States 
(including the Act of February 26, 1931, 46 Stat. 1421), such lands and 
interests in lands (including the right to control access to any lands from 
adjoining lands) as the Secretary of Commerce upon request by a State 
highway department accompanied by its agreement to pay 10 per centum of 
the cost thereof, may have determined to be necessary in order to provide 
adequate rights-of-way for any portion of the national system of interstate 
highways to be hereafter constructed or reconstructed ; 

(2) to grant, for valuable consideration, easements to maintain water, 
power, heat, and communications lines, pipelines, and any facilities for 
the rendition of public utility services on, over, or under any lands acquired 
(or interests in which are acquired) pursuant to paragraph (1): 

(3) to grant, for valuable consideration, temporary permits to graze stock, 
to cut hay, to conduct other agricultural operations, or to maintain emer- 
gency landing fields for aircraft on any lands acquired (or interests in 
which are acquired) pursuant to paragraph (1) ; except that any such permit 
shall not authorize the continuance, after such lands are devoted to right- 
of-way purposes, of any operations on such lands which are not consistent 
with the use of such lands for right-of-way purposes ; 

(4) to contruct, operate, and maintain toll bridges over or tunnels under 
any waters crossed by the route of any highway on the national system of 
interstate highways utilizing lands acquired for right-of-way purposes 
pursuant to paragraph (1); and 
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(5) to provide for the issuance of permit licenses as required under 
the provisions of title III of this Act for motor vehicles of twenty thousand 
pounds or more gross weight using any highway in the interstate system, 
and to use the income from the issuance of such permit licenses for expenses 
incident to such issuance and for debt service on the general obligations 
of the Corporation authorized under section 205 (a) of this Act. 

(b) In carrying out its duties under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of this 
section, the Corporation shall give priority to the acquisition of those lands or 
interests in lands which will be first required for right-of-way purposes in con- 
nection with the construction or reconstruction of the national system of inter- 
state highways and to the acquisition of those lands or interests in lands which 
are most likely rapidly to increase in value. 

(c) The tolls charged by the Corporation for the use of any bridge or tunnel 
constructed by it pursuant to the provisions of paragraph (4) of subsection (a) 
shall be fixed by it, from time to time, at such rates as will enable it to collect 
over a period of fifty years sufficient revenues to pay the costs of construction 
of such bridge or tunnel (including financing costs), the interest on any bonds 
issued to finance the construction of such bridge or tunnel, and the costs of 
operation and maintenance of such bridge or tunnel during such fifty years. 
Any tolls charged after the expiration of such fifty years for the use of any such 
bridge or tunnel shall be adequate to provide for the operation and maintenance 
of such bridge or tunnel and to provide the Corporation with a fair share of the 
funds required to meet the debt service on its obligations issued pursuant to 
section 205 (a) of this Act. 


CORPORATE POWERS 


Sec. 204. For the purpose of carrying out its functions under this Act, the 
Corporation— 
(1) shall have succession in its corporate name; 
(2) may adopt and use a corporate seal, which shall be judicially noticed ; 
(3) may sue and be sued in its corporate name; 
(4) may adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, rules, and regulations govern- 
ing the manner in which its functions may be carried out and the powers 


vested in it may be exercised ; 

(5) may make and carry out such contracts. agreements, or other trans- 
actions as it may deem necessary or advisable in the conduct of its business ; 

(6) may incur indebtedness as provided in section 205, and incur current 
obligations incidental to performing its functions, subject to provisions of 
law applicable to Government corporations ; 

(7) may appoint such officers, agents, attorneys, and employees as it 
deems necessary for the conduct of its affairs, define their authority and 
duties, delegate to them such of the powers vested in the Corporation as the 
Board may determine, require bonds of such of them as the Board may desig- 
nate, and fix the penalties and pay the premiums on such bonds; 

(8) may utilize the available services and facilities of other agencies as 
provided in section 206; 

(9) may use the United States mails in the same manner as the executive 
departments; and 

(10) may take such actions and exercise such other powers as may be 
necessary, incidental or appropriate to carry out the function of the Corpora- 
tion, and to further the objectives of this Act. 


CORPORATE FINANCING 


Sec. 205. (a) The Corporation is authorized to issue, upon the approval of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, general obligations under the authority of this 
subsection in an amount not to exceed $5,000,000,000, of which not to exceed 
$500,000,000 shall be issued in any calendar year. Obligations issued under this 
subsection shall have such maturities, not to exceed 30 years, and shall bear 
such rate or rates of interest, as may be determined by the Corporation with the 
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, and they shall be redeemable at the 
option of the Corporation before maturity in such manner as may be stipulated 
in the obligations. The Corporation shall insert appropriate lancuage in all of 
its obligations issued under this subsection clearly indicating that the obligations, 
together with the interest thereon, are not guaranteed by the United States and 
do not constitute a debt or obligation of the United States or of any agency or 
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insrumentality thereof other than the Corporation. The Corporation is author- 
ized to purchase in the open market for retirement, at any time and at any price, 
any outstanding obligations issued under this subsection. The Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized to purchase any obligations of the Corporation to be 
issued under this subsection, and for such purpose the Secretary of the Treasury 
is authorized to use as a public debt transaction the proceeds from the sale of 
any securities issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as now or hereafter 
in force, and the purposes for which securities may be issued under the Second 
Liberty Bond Act, as now or hereafter in force, are extended to include any 
purchases of the Corporation’s obligations hereunder. 

(b) The Corporation is authorized to issue, upon the approval of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, revenue bonds to raise the funds required to enable it to con- 
struct any toll bridge or tunnel constructed by it pursuant to the provisions 
of section 203 (a) (4). Such bonds and the interest thereon shall be payable 
only from the tolls collected on such bridge or tunnel, shall have such maturities, 
not to exceed fifty years, shall bear such rate or rates of interest as may be 
determined by the Corporation with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and shall be redeemable at the option of the Corporation before maturity in such 
manner as may be stipulated in the bonds. The Corporation shall insert appro- 
priate language in all such bonds clearly indicating that such bonds, together 
with the interest thereon, are payable only from the tolls collected on the bridge 
or tunnel constructed with the funds raised by the issuance of such bonds, that 
they are not general obligations of the Corporation, and that they are not guaran- 
teed as to principal or interest by the United States and do not constitute a 
debt or obligation of the United States or of any agency or instrumentality of 
the United States. The aggregate amount of the bonds issued under this subsec- 
tion to finance the construction of any one bridge or tunnel shall not exceed 
$ , and the aggregate amount of the bonds issued under this subsection 
to finance the construction of all bridges or tunnels constructed by the Corpora- 
tion shall not exceed $ ; 

(c) All obligations issued by the Corporation shall be lawful investments, and 
may be accepted as security, for all fiduciary, trust, and public funds, the 
investment or deposit of which shall be under authority and control of the 
United States or any officer or officers thereof. 

(d) The penultimate sentence of paragraph seventh of section 5136 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended, is amended by inserting after the phrase “or 
obligations of the Federal National Mortgage Association,” the phrase “or 
obligations of the National Interstate Highway Right-of-Way Corporation,”. 

(e) All revenues of the Corporation shall be maintained as a trust fund. 


SERVICES AND FACILITIES OF OTHER AGENCIES 


Sec. 206. (a) To the extent specifically authorized by the President, the 
Corporation shall, with the consent of the agency concerned, accept and utilize, 
on a reimbursable basis, the services of the officers, employees, facilities, and 
information of any agency of the United States, except that any such agency 
having custody of any data relating to any of the matters within the jurisdiction 
of the Corporation shall, upon the request of the Corporation, make such data 
available to the Corporation without reimbursement. 

(b) The Corporation shall contribute to the civil-service retirement and 
disability fund, on the basis of annual billings as determined by the Civil Service 
Commission, for the Government's share of the cost of the civil-service retirement 
system applicable to the Corporation’s employees and their beneficiaries. The 
Corporation shall also contribute to the employee’s compensation fund, on the 
basis of annual billings as determined by the Secretary of Labor, for the benefit 
payments made from such fund on account of the Corporation’s employees. The 
annual billings shall also include a statement of the fair portion of the cost of 
the administration of the respective funds, which shall be paid by the Corporation 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 


MISAPPROPRIATION OF FUNDS 


Sec. 207. (a) All general penal statutes relating to the larceny, embezzlement, 
or conversion, of public moneys or property of the United States shall apply to 
the moneys and property of the Corporation. 

(b) Any person who, with intent to defraud the Corporation, or to deceive 
any director, officer, or employee of the Corporation or any officer or employee of 
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the United States, (1) makes any false entry in any book of the Corporation, or 
(2) makes any false report or statement for the Corporation, shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than five 
years, or both. 

(c) Any person who shall receive any compensation, rebate, or reward, or shall 
enter into any conspiracy, collusion, or agreement, express or implied, with intent 
to defraud the Corporation or wrongfully and unlawfully to defeat its purposes, 
shall, on conviction thereof, be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both. 


RETENTION BY STATES OF CONCURRENT JURISDICTION OVER LANDS ACQUIRED BY 
CORPORATION 


Sec. 208. The acquisition by the Corporation, pursuant to the provisions of 
section 203, of any land or interest in land in any State shall not deprive such 
State of concurrent jurisdiction over such land, unless by virtue of the laws of 
such State in effect at the time of such acquisition the United States acquires 
exclusive jurisdiction over such land. In any case in which by virtue of the laws 
of such State in effect at the time of such acquisition the United States acquires 
exclusive jurisdiction over such land, there is hereby retroceded to such State, 
effective upon acceptance of the retrocession by such State, the jurisdiction so 
acquired. Nothing in this section shall be deemed to make the Corporation liable 
for, or any land or interest in land acquired by the Corporation subject to, any 
tax imposed by any State or any political subdivision or taxing authority of any 
State. 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 


Sec. 209. The Board shall prepare an annual report of operations under this 
Act for transmittal by the President to the Congress. 


TITLE II—PERMIT LICENSES FOR MOTOR VEHICLES OF TWENTY 
THOUSAND POUNDS GROSS WEIGHT OR MORE 


PERMIT LICENSES REQUIREMENT 


Sec. 301. No motor vehicle having a gross weight of twenty thousand pounds 
or more shall be operated on or after April 1, 1956, on any highway in the inter- 
state system unless there has been issued for, and is displayed in a conspicuous 
place on, such vehicle, in accordance with the provisions of this title, a current 
permit license. 


ISSUANCE OF PERMIT LICENSES 


Sec. 302. Permit licenses required under the provisions of this title shall be 
issued, upon application therefor, by the Corporation on an annual basis. Each 
such permit license shall cover the period beginning on April 1 of a calendar year 
and running through March 31 of the succeeding calendar year. In the case of 
any application during any such period for a permit license for the remainder 
of such period the charge for such license as established under section 303 shall 
be prorated for the number of quarters in such period during which such permit 
license shall be in effect. 


CHARGES FOR PERMIT LICENSES 


Sec. 303. The Corporation shall collect a fee for each permit license issued 
under the provisions of this title in accordance with the following table: 
For each motor vehicle with a Fee per 

gross weight of— year 

20,000 to 30,000 pounds $300 
20200: to 40000 pounds... 400 
40,000 to 50,000 pounds 500 
50,000 to 60,000 pounds TOO 
60,000 to 70,000 pounds 900 
caesar casero caps maar ni a 1, 200 


PENALTIES 


Sec. 304. (a) It shall be unlawful— 


(1) for any person to operate any motor vehicle in violation of section 301 
of this title; 
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(2) for the owner of any motor vehicle knowingly to permit the operatior 
of such motor vehicle in violation of section 301 of this title; o1 

(3) to knowingly make any false statement or conceal any material fact 
in any application filed under this title. 

(b) Any person who violates any provision of subsection (a) of this section 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof in any court of 
the United States of competent jurisdiction in the district in which such offense 
was committed in whole or in part shall be subject for each offense to a fine not 
exceeding $500. Each day of such violation shall constitute a separate offense 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 305. The Corporation may establish such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this title. 


GOVERN MENT MOTOR VEHICLES 


Sec. 306. Motor vehicles owned or operated by any Federal, State, or local 
government department or agency shall not be subject to the requirements of 
this title. 

DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 307. As used in this title 

(1) “motor vehicle” means any vehicle propelled by mechanical power 
and customarily used on highways for the transportation of passengers or 
property, or both, and includes any trailer or semitrailer used in connection 
with such vehicle; and 

(2) “gross weight” means the actual unloaded weight of the motor ve 
hicle (including any trailer or semitrailer customarily used in connection 
with it) fully equipped for service plus the weight of the maximum load 
which the applicant has elected to carry on such motor vehicle, and the maxi 
mum load of a motor vehicle used for passenger transportation shall be 
determined on the basis of one hundred and fifty pounds per passenger seat 
ing capacity, including that for the driver. 


TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS 
DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 401. As used in this Act, unless the context requires otherwise 

(a) The term “interstate system’? means the National System of Interstate 
Highways as authorized to be designated by section 7 of the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1944, and includes those routes heretofore designated by the Com- 
missioner of the Bureau of Public Roads by the attestation of a diagrammatic 
map, as well as routes to be hereafter designated. The mileage so designated as 
of June 30, 1954, is thirty-seven thousand six hundred miles. The mileage of 
the routes so designated is calculated by stating the mileage of the most-traveled 
highway between control points. Such mileage so designated as of June 30, 
1954, with respect to each State is contained in a schedule on file in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. The mileage of the entire system is limited to forty thousand 
miles. 

(b) The term “Corporation” means the Federal Highway Corporation created 
by title II of this Act. 

(c) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Commerce. 


WITHOUT COMPENSATION EMPLOYEES 


Sec. 402. The Corporation and Secretary are respectively authorized, to the 
extent deemed necessary and appropriate, in order to carry out the provisions 
of this Act, to employ persons of outstanding experience and ability, without 
compensation, and are further authorized to provide by regulation for the exemp- 
tion of such persons from the operation of sections 281, 283, 284, 434, and 1914 of 
title 18 of the United States Code and section 190 of the Revised Statutes (5 
U. S. C. 99). Persons appointed under the authority of this subsection may be 
allowed transportation and not to exceed $15 per diem in lieu of subsistence while 
away from their homes or regular places of business, pursuant to such appoint- 
ment. 


61030—55———42 
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AMENDMENT TO CORPORATION CONTROL ACT 


Sec. 403. Section 101 of the Government Corporation Control Act (59 Stat. 
597), as amended, is hereby further amended by inserting therein after “Saint 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation” a semicolon and the following: 
“National Interstate Highway Right-of-Way Corporation”. 


CONSTRUCTION OF THIS ACT 


Sec. 404. If any section, subsection, or other provision of this Act, or the ap- 
plication thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 
this Act and the application of such section, subsection, or other provision 
to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


REPEAL OF 1957 AUTHORIZATIONS IN FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1954 


Sec. 405. So much of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, except section 7 
thereof, as authorizes appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, 
is hereby repealed. 


SHORT TITLE 

Sec. 406. This Act may be cited as the “Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1955”. 

Senator Gore. The committee is very pleased to have the distin- 
guished Attorney General, Mr. Brownell, before it this morning. 

General, do you have a prepared statement ¢ 

Mr. Brownetu. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do have a prepared state- 
ment, but I perhaps shall not follow it exactly. 

Senator Gore. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT BROWNELL, ATTORNEY GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY J. LEE RANKIN, 
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 


Mr. Brownetu. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
would like to speak for a few minutes this morning in response to your 
request about Senate bill 1160. 

As I understand the plan that is proposed by Senate bill 1160, it 

contemplates a program to accelerate construction of the National 
System of Interstate Highways and to complete it within a 10-year 
period. 
' There would be created, in order to do this, a Goverment corpo- 
ration, to be known as the Federal Highway Corporation, which would 
be authorized to issue to the public, obligations in an amount not to 
exceed $21 billion, having maturities not to exceed 20 years. Then 
the proceeds would be turned over to the States for the construction 
of highways. 

Senator Martin. Excuse me. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Isit30 years? I thought it was 20 years. 

Mr. Brownett. It is a 10-year program, and bonds could be issued 
at any time during that 10 years, so it is possible that the last bonds 
might run 30 years from now. 

Senator Martin. I just wanted to know. 

Mr. Browne t. Further, the bill would establish a continuing ap- 
propriation equal to a portion of the taxes collected on gasoline and 
special fuels under sections 4081 and 4041 of the Internal Revenue 
Code and would provide that this appropriation be paid to the cor- 
poration for the purpose of servicing its obligations. 
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The total effect would be to make it possible to finance construction 
during a 10-year period by the use of a sum equal to a portion of the 
proceeds from these taxes received over a period of up to 30 years. 

Senator Gore. I think it might be well, as we go along, to ask these 
quick questions. 

I do not understand the bill to limit the availability of the proceeds 
of the particular revenue to 30 years. 

I notice you used the phrase “up to 30 years.” As I understand 
the bill, it is for fiscal year 1957 and each year thereafter so long as a 
bond may be outstanding. 

Mr. Browneti. You are quite right, Mr. Chairman, in saying that 
there is no specific limitation in the bill itself but the plan contemplated 
by the bill would put it all with this period. 

Senator Gore. Isee. You are not referring to actual terms then. 

Mr. Browne tu. There is no specific language in the bill that would 
limit it to 30 years. I would like to make it clear, Mr. Chairman, 
that I am here as a layman and not an expert in the field of public 
roads or fiscal management, but your letter indicated you would like 
to have me concentrate on the legal questions that might be involved. 

I would make this preliminary statement then. As I informed the 
chairman in my letter to him of March 22, 1955, the plan has my whole- 
hearted approval. But as I also tried to make clear, my approval is a 
layman’s approval. Neither I nor the Department of Justice have any 
special competence in the field of public roads or of fiscal management. 

As a layman, however, it is inconceivable to me that a country with 
the economic resources and potential for growth that this country has, 
cannot find practical means to meet efficiently the problem which 
Senate bill 1160 attempts to attack. The need for the National System 
of Interstate Highways cannot be really a matter for dispute. 

It is required for our defense. It is necessary for our continued 
economic development. The differences, then, arise not out of failure 
to recognize the need, but rather because of differences as to methods 
of financing. 

I am informed by responsible persons that this bill, Senate bill 1160, 
provides a practical means of financing the program. If there are 
substantial doubts about this in the Congress, I feel certain the ad- 
ministration will certainly cooperate with the Congress to find another 
way to do it, but certainly any other way should get the job done as 
quickly as it would be done under this proposal because the time ele- 
ment is most important. 

In that connection, the value of having projects of this type com- 
pleted rapidly cannot be overestimated, and there came to my mind 
the history of the Panama Canal. 

Maybe we could have built the Panama Canal more cheaply if it had 
been done more slowly on a pay-as-you-go basis. But I think that in 
retrospect we are all satisfied that the intangible values which this 
country derived from having it completed when it was, and the very 
tangible results which resulted from its being in operation by the time 
we became involved in World War I, were well worth the added cost, 
if there was any added cost. 

Therefore, as a citizen with faith in the United States and its fu- 
ture, and with an appreciation of the importance of the road prob- 
lems, the parallel seems obvious. If the United States were the vic- 
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time of atomic attack, none of us would want to share the responsibility 
for the fact that there was not an adequate interstate highway pro- 
gram built promptly. 

Ilowever, I come here primarily as a lawyer. A number of legal 
questions have been raised in these hearings—and it is to these ques- 
tions that I wish to address myself. At the outset and by way of 
summary, I want to say that I see no serious legal problems involved 
in the bill which cannot be met by comparatively minor amendments. 

The first specific questions to which I should like to address myself 
is the impact of this a on the Federal debt limitation. That limi- 
tation is contained in section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act 
(31 U.S. C. 757b), as amended from time to time by succeeding Pub 
lic Debt Acts. 

As that reads today, it limits the public debt to $275 billion 
except for a temporary increase of this amount to $281 billion until 
a period ending on June 30, 1955, as provided in Public Law 686 of 
August 28 1954, 68 Stat. 895. 

Now, let me read the relevant portion of section 21. It provides: 

The face amount of obligations issued under authority of this act, and the 
face amount of obligations guaranteed as to principal and interest by the United 


States (except such guaranteed obligations as may an held by the Secretary of 
the Treasury), shall not exceed in the aggregate $275 billion outstanding at any 


one time. 

The committee members will note that this debt limitation applies 
to 2 classes of obligations and to 2 classes only. The first consists of 
obligations “issued under the authority of this act”: that is, the Sec- 
ond ‘Liberty Bond Act. Quite clearly the obligations of the proposed 


Federal Highway Corporation would not be issued under the authority 
of that act. 

The second class consists of “obligations guaranteed as to principal 
and interest by the United States.” Section 105 (a) of Senate bill 
1160 expressly provides that there would have to be inserted in all of 
the obligations of the Corporation issued to the public— 


appropriate language clearly indicating that the obligations, together with inter- 
est thereon, are not guaranteed by the United States * * *, 

I would like to call attention to the obvious fact that section 21 of 
the Second Liberty Bond Act is not a constitutional provision. It is 
a statutory provision. The Congress can make exceptions to statutory 
provisions, and this language w hich I quoted from section 105 £2) of 
the bill very clearly makes an exception to section 21 of the Second 
Liberty Bond Act. 

Senator Gorr. I would like to ask one question there, General. I 
have been in some doubt as to the legal effect of language printed on a 
certificate, bond, or debenture, when facts other than that printed 
language may indicate that it is not the case. 

Mr. Brownet. I suppose you have in mind the usual bond in- 
denture where you make the statement in the indenture itself, and 
then in the bill you quote the form of the bond to be issued. 

I would see no objection to stating that twice in that way in this 
bill. That certainly is the intention, as I understand it. 

Senator Gore. The bill itself does not say that these bonds would 
not be obligations of the United States, but rather provides that a 











NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 657 


statement to that effect be printed on the bonds. Just what effect 
would the printed statement have legally ‘ 

Mr. Brownett. I think it would be sufficient, but I see no objection 
to repeating it both ways in the bill, if you think that would make it 
any clearer. 

Senator Gore. You think then that a printed statement on a bond 
constitutes a contract between the Corporation and the purchaser, and 
that further is it your opinion that the holder could not go behind 
that statement on the bond ? 

Mr. Brownetu. Yes; I come to that a little later on in the statement. 

Senator Gore. Excuse me. 

Mr. Browne.u. Therefore, I conclude that the public obligations of 
the Corporation would not be within the debt limitation of section 21 
of the Second Liberty Bond Act. 

‘It is suggested that the “no guaranty” language of the bill is an- 
unprec edented device designed to befuddle the innocent—a device to 
which only a dishonest merchant planning to defraud his creditors 
would stoop. This characterization is entirely without merit. 

Senator Gore. General, I do not believe anyone has made that kind 
of statement before the committee. 

Mr. Browne.u. Good, because I think there would be no merit to it.’ 

This method is one which frequently has been used in connection 
with financing Government corporations. See, for instance, the pro- 
visions of the National Housing Act, section 306 (b) to be exact, as 
amended, 68 Stat. 618, pursuant to which the Federal National Mort- 
gage Association is authorized to incur obligations which— 
are not guaranteed by the United States and do not constitute a debt or obligation 
of the United States or of any agency or instrumentality thereof other than the 
Association. 

Then there is another example, which we might cite, with respect 
to secondary market operations by the Federal National Mortgage 
Association. That is included in section 304 (b) of the National 
Housing Act, as amended (68 Stat. 616). Another example might be 
the Federal home loan banks whose obligations, according to the 
statute— 
shall plainly state that such obligations are not aeons of the United States 
and are not guaranteed by the United States (12 U. S. C. 1435). 

I imagine a more intense search of the Federal statutes might provide 
further examples. 

Senator Martin. Might I ask a question ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. General, are there any records of similar obliga- 
tions going back “* the year on which there have been defalcations? 

Mr. Browne... I do not know of anywhere there have been any 
questions raised as to whether or not the Government would have to 
step in. 

Senator Martin. That is what I am getting at. 

Mr. Browne... Yes. 

Senator Martin. The question has been brought up here several 
times that even if we make the statement that the Federal Govern- 
ment is not obligated, nevertheless, if there were to be a defalcation, 
that Congress would feel that there is a moral obligation, and I did 





658 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


not know whether we have in the history of financing through cor- 
porations of this character, whether we have any histor y not only in 
the Federal Government but in the State governments. 

Mr. Browne... As I point out later, there may be some distinction 
between Federal and State, but I know of no example where it has 
happened in the Federal Government. 

Senator Martin. You take in presenting a brief, if you do not have 
anything in the Federal Government, then the next would be the 
State; and I didn’t know whether you had any historical data in your 
department that would clarify that, because that has been brought 
up here by a great number of men—those that are friendly to the 
proposal even have brought it up. 

Mr. Browne. There are some State cases, Senator, but there, of 
course, there is a separate constitutional reason, because there is a pro- 
vision in the Constitution that applies only to the States in there, the 
fact that they must not violate their contractual obligations; so the 
State cases in our opinion would not be in point here. 

Senator Martin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Brownety. That covers for the moment the Federal debt 
limitation question. I turn next to the question whether the obliga- 
tions of the Federal Highway Corporation would be considered an 
obligation of the United States and the extent to which they involve 
a pledge of the faith and credit of the United States. 

Senator Busu. Might I interrupt the Attorney General just a 
minute there? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Busu. At the middle of page 4 where you have the quota- 
tion from the Federal National Mortgage Association thing, you 
think that could be put into this bill? That very language could 
be put in to satisfy the chairman; could it not? 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. Thank you. 

Mr. Browne u. This is a most important question, as Senator Mar- 
tin has already indicated, and I want to answer it as precisely and 
carefully as I can. In doing so, I want to distinguish clearly between 
legal obligations and mor: al < ones, in other words, ‘between legal obliga- 
tions and ‘predictions of what the Congress may "do in the future. 

I believe that not only the Congress, but also potential investors, are 
entitled to as clear and unequivocal an explanation as I can supply. 

Section 105 (a) says that the obligations of the Corporation are to 
contain language clearly stating that they— 


are not guaranteed by the United States and do not constitute a debt or obliga- 


tion of the United States or of any agency or instrumentality thereof other than 
the Corporation. 


That language seems perfectly clear, and I certainly think means 
exactly what it says. The bill would create a corporation which would 
be authorized to issue obligations to the public. 

To be sure, the Corporation would be a governmental instrumen- 

tality, but the bill expressly states that the obligations of the Cor- 
poration shall not be a debt or obligation of the United States or of any 
agency thereof other than the Corporation. 

Further, there is significantly absent from the bill any language 
that would indicate that the faith of the United States is pledged to 
the payment of such obligations. 
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In comparison with another statute, such an express pledge of the 
faith of the United States has been inserted; for example I cite sec- 
tion 10 (e) of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended 
(50 Stat. 888, 893). 

That section deals with the obligation incurred, as you may remem- 
ber, under annual contributions contracts which are entered into be 
tween the Public Housing Administration and local housing agen- 
cies. Senator, in the past when Congress has wanted the good faith 
of the United States to be pledged, it has expressly stated it in the 
statute, and there is no such statement here. 

Thus, the express disclaimer of liability which the bill requires to 
be inserted in the public obligations of the corporation, and the ab 
sence of language pledging the faith of the United States leads me to 
the conclusion that the obligations of the Corporation are not the 
legal debts or obligations of the United States. 

If the Corporation should default on its obligations, neither the 
United States nor any officer or agency thereof, other than the Cor- 
poration, would be under any legal duty to meet those obligations. 

I am aware, of course, that section 105 (b) of the bill would provide 
for a continuing appropriation of an amount equal to the revenue 
in excess of $622,500,000 received from the taxes on gasoline and special 
fuels necessary to finance the program and for the payment of this 
amount so appropriated to the Corporation. 

This it is estimated will be sufficient to pay off the Corporation’s 
bonds. But I see nothing in the bill which constitutes a legally 
binding obligation on the Congress not to repeal or reduce those taxes. 
Nor do I even see a legal obligation which would prevent the Congress 
from diverting the appropriation away from the Corporation at some 
time in the future. 

Senator Gore. What kind of appropriation could this Congress 
create that would prevent the next Congress from so doing? 

Mr. Brownetu. May I follow my argument a little further here, 
because I try to meet that point subsequently ? 

Senator Gore. Maybe I am getting ahead of you. Go ahead. 

Mr. Browne tt. This conclusion might be different if this were State 
legislation—to go back to that point a minute, Senator. There is 
authority to the effect that if private individuals enter into valid 
contracts with a State instrumentality on the faith that the obligations 
of this instrumentality will be met from existing taxes legislation 
thereafter enacted is invalid if it repeals or lowers the tax so as to 
render the obligation valueless. 

However, I know of no such authority with respect to the Federal 
Government, and it would be wholly unprecedented for one Congress 
to enact tax legislation which a subsequent Congress would be power- 
less to repeal. 

Further, as I have already pointed out, these obligations are ex- 
pressly not guaranteed by the United States and are not a debt or 
obligation of the United States. The faith of the United States is 
not pledged to meet them. 

It should also be noted that no specific source of funds would be 
pledged or even set aside to meet the obligations. The taxes referred 
to in section 105 (b), in other words, are the measure of the appropria- 
tion, not its source. 
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Combining all these factors, I conclude on this second point that the 
bill would impose no legal duty on the Congress not to repeal or lower 
the appropriation for the Corporation. 

The legal consequence of what I have just outlined is that the 
holders of obligations of the Federal Highway Corporation would 
have a claim against that Corporation, not : against the United States. 

The only assets of the Corporation would be the appropriation 
turned over to it by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to the 
bill, but there would be no legal inhibition preventing the Congress 
from drying up that source at some time in the future. If it did so, 
there would be no assets upon which the creditors could realize and 
they could not require the United States to make good on the 
obligations. 

Now, some critics of the bill have concluded that this situation 
would create a financial monstrosity, the obligations of which no 
responsible investor would purchase. But I would like to point out 
that there are, however, historical and moral factors present, in addi- 
tion to the legal ones, which, in my opinion, justify an entitrely 
different view of the matter; for anyone who purchased these obliga- 
tions would be investing in America. 

Senator Gore. General, may I break in to ask you a question face- 
tiously? If the paragraph on the top of page 7, by itself as an 
instrument seeking to help sell these bonds, at what interest rate do 
you think they would sell ? 

Mr. Browne. Of course, if it were published by itself, it would be 
taken out of context and would be misleading. It takes longer than 
a few words to get the answer to this, but I think it is ver Vv important 
to everybody not to have the slightest misapprehension as to what the 
legal relationships are, and it is also equally important to understand 
that that is only one factor that is involved here and does not neces- 
sarily give a clear and true picture of the situation; for, as T say, any- 
one who purchased these obligations would be investing in his country. 

He would be putting his faith in our future economic dev elopment— 
a faith which in the long run has always reaped handsome financial 
rewards. 

Section 105 (a) appropriates an amount equal to a portion of the 
proceeds of the gasoline and special-fuels taxes “for each fiscal year” 
following 1957 “in which there are outstanding unmatured obligations 
of the Corporation.” 

Further, section 105 (c) provides that the Corporation may issue 
obligations to the Secretary of the Treasury in an amount not to 
exceed in any one year the amount necessary above its other revenues 
to provide for the debt service of the Corporation. 

The aggregate of such additional borrowings by the Corporation 
may amount at any one time to $5 billion. So, in addition to the tax 
revenue which is to be paid to the Corporation, there will be available, 
as IT am quite sure it is clear to you, if necessary, an additional $5 
billion to service these public obligations. 

In other words, in order to make this investment a bad risk an 
investor would have to make the judgment that there is a substantial 
likelihood that either (1) the taxes involved will not produce in each 
year enough revenue above $622,500,000 to service the obligations and 
that the deficit will be so large that the $5 billion cushion will be in- 
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sufficient; or (2) the Congress will repeal or lower the taxes or repeal 
the direction to pay the proceeds to the Corporation without making 
adequate provision for another source of revenue for the Corporation. 

The Congress and the investors are well able to judge whether the 
proceeds of the taxes involved are likely to continue to provide sufh- 
cient revenue for the debt service: and I think it inconceivable, once 
they have passed such a bill, that the Congress would ever callously 
remove this source of revenue without providing an adequate sub 
stitute. 

So in a real sense the investors would be relying on the good will 
and sense of responsibility of the Congress for their continued pro 
tection. Our whole history shows this to be a very small risk indeed. 

In this connection, I might point out that there is nothing to stop 
the Congress from failing to appropriate for obligations of the United 
States as to which its faith is expressly pledged. 

And, even in the event it did so, there would be nothing to prevent 
the Congress from going further and withdrawing consent to suit 

against the United States. 

Investors and their counsel know this and know that if such hypo 
thetical action were taken they would have no remedy. But it has 
never been done, and the faith that it won't be done is the thing that 
makes United States obligations a better investment than those of the 
most highly solvent private corporations elaborately protected by 
liens, pledges, mortgages, and other security. 

Senator Gore. Then may I break in there just a moment, General ? 
The gist of your st: itement is that these are not technical legal obliga- 
tions of the U nited States Government, but in a broader and a moral 
sense they are; is that correct? 

Mr. Browne. Yes. 

Senator Gore. In that respect you would, I take it, agree with 
statement of the Secretary of the Treasury before this committee, in 
which he says, on page 986: 

This bill does carry a debt limit in it. This bill will not—this is not a direct 
obligation of the United States Government. It is an obligation of the Gov 
ernment, it is something that the Government sponsors, it is something that 
the Government says it will take this appropriate action to see that it is 
repaid, and it takes appropriate action in two ways to see that it is repaid. 
But it is not technically within the debt limit. 

Mr. Browne.u. That is right. The only comment I would make 
on that when he says it is an ‘obligation of the United States Govern- 
ment, I think he means quite clearly in the context, a moral obligation. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. General Brownell, there is not anything that 
would even require the Congress of the United States to appropriate 
to pay the interest on the outst: anding bonds, is there? 

Mr. Browne. That is right. 

Senator Martin. That has to be done every year, and if the Con- 
gress did not do it, there would be nothing to pay the coupons on 
these various outstanding bond is that not correct ? 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. I would also like to amplify that by saying that 
what the Attorney General’s statement implies is that this places a 
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moral obligation on the Congress, just as the other items, the interest 
on the public debt and other things, veterans’ obligations, other leases 
and obligations of that kind, that we have to appropriate from year 
to year. 

This places a moral obligation on the Congress not to welch on 
its duty in connection with the issuance, once the Congress passes 
the law to authorize it? 

Mr. Brownetu. Yes. 

Senator Martin. Might I ask another question ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. That would also apply to our retirement system, 
would it not? 

Senator Busu. Yes, or any other long-term commitment. 

Senator Martin. Or any other commitment that has to be appro- 
priated by Congress. 

Senator Gore. I notice that you say that you cannot conceive that 
Congress would wipe out this source of revenue. 

Mr. Browne.u. Without providing a substitute that was adequate. 

Senator Gore. Suppose in the natural course of events, a fortuitous 
course of events as the case might be, that gasoline and oil should 
cease to be used as a fuel to the extent that they now are. Having 
had a ride on the Nautilus, I do not think it is impossible that we 
may have atomic automobiles in future years. 

What would be the moral obligation of the Congress in case the 
natural course of events diminished, if not eliminated, this source of 
revenue ? 

Mr. Browne tt. I think they would have to provide a substitute to 
carry out this moral obligation. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 

Mr. Browne tt. In other words, I say that this same cent that we 
are talking about here would provide a basic security for these in- 
vestments of the Highway Corporation. 

Senator Martin. If I might ask one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Certainly. 

Senator Martin. As I understand, you feel that the United States 
Government from historical precedent would take care of these obli- 
gations ? 

In the matter of building roads at one time out in the subdivisions 
of our various State governments, men even worked out by roads the 
road tax, and we have kept on developing it until now, of course, 
the big source of revenue is gasoline. 

There may be atomic energy one of these days. I would not know 
how we go about taxing it, but I have always found fellows that have 
the ingenuity to tax these things. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I doubt if the record is quite right on one point, 
somebody’s question and the general’s answer a moment or two ago, 
indicated that an annual appropriation would be necessary for the 
payment of interest. 

The language of the bill would contradict that, for it provides at the 
top of page 8—— 

Mr. Browne.t. Senator, I understood the question to relate to obli- 
gations of the United States. 
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Senator Martin. That was what I asked him. 

Mr. Browne.u. It was just an analogy that we were talking about, 
not this particular bill. Am I right on that, Senator? 

Senator Martin. That is right. 

Senator Case. You are not denying that the money which the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury would advance to the Corporation might be used 
for the payment of the interest ? 

Mr. Browne. That is right. You are correct on that. I would 
just want to sum up, Mr. Chairman, by saying that I think the same 
faith would provide the basic security for these investments. That 
faith is justified, and the investment would be a good one. 

Question has also been raised as to the legality of an appropriation 
of indefinite duration—a so-called permanent appropriation—because 
of the provisions in section 105 of the bill for a continuing appropria- 
tion to provide the necessary funds for servicing the bonds. 

There is no constitutional objection to such a provision, and there 
are a number of precedents bir similar legislative action by the 
Congress. 

I cite as an example, section 201 (a) of the Social Security Act, 
as amended, which provides for appropriation of amounts for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1941, an for each fiscal year thereafter, 
“out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated” (42 
U.S. C. 401). 

Another example might be railroad unemployment insurance ac- 
count, Congress provided that funds are— 
permanently appropriated—to be continuously available for the payment of 
benefits (45 U. S. C. 360). 

Nor is there any question as to the constitutionality of providing that 
the proceeds of a particular tax may be used for a specified purpose. 
I think the Comptroller General has already cited to you the case 
of Cincinnati Soap v. The United States (301 U.S. 308, 313), where 
there was involved the constitutionality of a provision in the Revenue 
Act of 1934 imposing a tax on the processing of coconut oil and pro- 
viding that the proceeds thereof shall “be held in a separate fund and 
paid to the Treasury of the Philippine Islands.” 

The court in that case upheld this provision, stating— 

If the tax, qua tax, be good, as we hold it is, and the purpose specified be one 
which would sustain subsequent and separate appropriation out of the general 


funds of the Treasury, neither is made invalid by being bound to the other in 
the same act of legislation. 


oor appears to be precisely the situation which S. 1160 contem- 
ates. 
" You have also requested me to comment on section 208 of the bill. 
That section is the one which provides that if the Secretary of Com- 
merce determines that a State is “unable to obtain possession and the 
right to enter upon and use” required rights-of-way, lands or interests 
in lands “with sufficient promptness,” he is authorized 

Senator Gore. General. 

Mr. Brownet. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Before you go to that point, I was not here yester- 
day, but I read portions of the statement of the Comptroller General, 
and his staff held that these bonds would be legal and constitutional. 
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Maybe he still reserved some doubt, but, as I recall what I read, 
he justified the legality of these bonds on the basis that the Constitu- 
tion provides that the Congress may make appropriations “to pay 
debts and provide for the defense.” He said that in a broad sense 
these bonds would be debts of the United States. 

Mr. Browne.u. That is for the purpose of sustaining the tax? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Browne tu. In other words, that is under the taxing power of 
the United States? 

Senator Gore. So they are debts so far as tax is concerned, but not 
debts so far as the debt limit is concerned; is that it ? 

Mr. Brownett. That is a clearly recognized distinction, so far as 
that is concerned. 

Senator Gore. I have heard of differences without distinctions. 

Mr. Browneti. That has a very real distinction because of the 
practical consequences of it. 

Senator Busu. I would like to refer the chairman to what the 
Attorney General read about the debt limit there. It has to be issued 
under that section of the law if it is to be regarded as in and out of 
the debt limit. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Attorney Gen- 
eral to comment upon the principles involved if you say that the tax- 
ing power of the Government constitutionally may be directly and 
specific ally used only to take care of the debt. 

Then you try to classify this as sort of an extraterritorial debt some 
way so that you still support it without violating the constitutional 
limitations on the use of the taxing power. 

Mr. Brownetu. In your statement of facts there, the taxing power 
under the Constitution is broad enough to cover saeethiinig—sietibe or 
national defense or general welfare, those are the three classifications. 

The taxing power of the United States is broad enough to cover 
taxes levied for any one of those objectives. 

Senator Casr. This may not be a fair question to ask of the Attor- 
ney General. I asked it of the Secretary of the Treasury, though; 
but as a matter of public policy and looking ahead to the future and 
to other bond issues and to other dates, is it good public policy to use 
the taxing power of the Government and a general levy, an excise tax, 
and dedicate the proceeds of that to the service of a particular bond 
issue ? 

Mr. Browne tt. I think it is entirely a matter of the wisdom of the 
Congress as to whether the situation is critical enough here to warrant 
this kind of setup. 

If you believe, as I do after reading some of the reports and testi- 
mony before this committee, that this is a pretty serious problem for 
the United States, then you have got to find the most practical way 
to solve this problem. 

Senator Case. You say the most practical way. Personally I do 
not believe it is the only way, and I do not believe it is the most prac- 
tical way; but more and beyond that, I think it is bad policy to use 
the taxing power and dedicate it to the service of a particular bond, 
because if you follow that through you put the Treasury in a strait- 
jacket ; you have a situation where you have specific revenues for spe- 
cific purposes, so that your general fund would be impaired, and you 
would find situations where you could not turn around. 
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Mr. Brownetu. There have always been instances where the Con- 
gress has done that. 

Senator Case. It may be, but I think it is bad public policy. 

Senator Gore. Could you give those instances, General ¢ 

Mr. Brownett. There is that wildlife fund that the De ‘partment of 
the Interior has. 

Senator Gore. The duck stamp ? 

Mr. Brownetu. The duck stamp is one; yes. 

Senator Casz. That is a direct use. This is not a direct use. That 
is what I challenge all the way through. 

Mr. Brownett. You mean the corporation that does these things ? 

Senator Case. I mean taking a general tax on gasoline, using the 
general tax on gasoline, and dedicating the revenue of that primarily 
to the service of an Interstate System, puts a tax on all users of gaso- 
line. It isa general tax on motorists generally, whether they ever ride 
on the Interstate System or not. 

Senator Gore. As a matter of fact, whether they are using gasoline 
in a factory, on a farm, or wherever they use it. 

Senator Case. It is not a specific user tax; it is an excise tax. It has 
to be a general tax to be properly an excise tax, and to dedicate it to 
a spec ifie use—I chi ullenge the propriety of that. 

Whereas the only person that buys the duck stamp is a guy who is 
hunting. He might not get any ducks, but he has the license and the 
stamps which give him the permission to do so. 

Mr. Browne. | remember the debates in the legislature when I was 
a member between the farm-to-market roads, the feeder roads, 
cetera; and it is a serious matter of public policy. 

But I do not really feel that I am competent to answer that, Senator. 
It is a little outside my bailiwick. 

Shall I proceed then, Mr. Chairman, with that new point, which 
involves section 208 of the bill? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Browne i. That section is the one which provides that if the 
Secretary of Commerce determines that a State is “unable to obtain 
ser gga and the right to enter upon and use” required rights-of- 
way, lands, or inte1 ests in lands “with sufficient promptness,” he is 
authorized to acquire and take possession of such property “by pur- 
chase, donation, condemnation, or otherwise.” 

The cost incurred by the Secretary in taking such action— 
shall be payable out of the funds available to the Secretary for construction of 
projects on the Interstate System to the extent of 95 percent of the appraised 
value of such rights-of-way, or of the actual cost, whichever is lower. 

The Secretary is also authorized to convey the rights-of-way, lands, 
and so forth, so acquired to the interested State, except that the out- 
side 5 feet may only be conveyed to States which are able to and agree 
to control access. 

I understand that some question has been raised by the provision 
authorizing the Secretary to pay up to 95 percent of the appraised 

value or of the actual cost. There is a constitutional obligation to pay 
just compensation for land taken by condemnation, not merely 95 per- 
cent. I believe that the bill was not intended to deprive condemnees 
of full compensation, but merely to establish a formula relating to con- 





666 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


tribution for acquisition costs as between the Federal Government and 
the States. 

I understand that it is intended that the Secretary of Commerce 
would use his power under section 208 (c) to issue regulations which 
would require the States to pay the additional 5 percent, thus provid- 
ing full compensation to the condemnee. 

However, as drafted, I think the section is not as clear as it could 
be. In order to clarify it and prevent future litigation, in our opinion, 
it should be redrafted so as to eliminate any implication that full com- 
pensation will not be paid. 

A separate provision should then be inserted establishing a formula 
for sharing the acquisition costs between the Federal Government and 
the States. I do not feel qualified to suggest what that formula should 
be, but the Department of Justice would be glad to work out the legal 
details with your committee, Mr. Chairman, if you desire to have us 
do so. 

Senator Gore. You do think as drafted then the bill is defective to 
that extent! 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the committee, do 
you not think it would be well to request that the Attorney General do 
that drafting so that we would have it before us ¢ 

Mr. Browneti. Thank you. 

If any change is to be made in the section, I would include a pro- 
vision for reimbursement to the Department of Justice for its costs 
in acquiring land interests for the States so as to Jay at rest any doubts 
as to whether this is permitted by the provision in section 106 (a) of 
the bill authorizing the use of the services of other agencies of the 
United States on a reimbursable basis. That is just a little plug on 
the side, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Have you taken that up with Secretary Weeks? Has 
this been cleared by the Budget Bureau ? 

Senator McNamara. And is it unlimited ? 

Mr. Brownett. Finally, the Secretary would be authorized by sec- 
tion 208 to take possession of real estate “prior to approval of title by 
the Attorney General.” 

I believe this provision would be unnecessary. No material delay is 
experienced in conforming with Revised Statute No. 355 (40 U.S. C. 
255), which requires approval of title by the Attorney General prior 
to the expenditure of public moneys on land acquisitions. 

Title approval by the Attorney General is rendered promptly upon 
filing a declaration of taking in accordance with the act of February 
26, 1931 (40 U. S. C. $258a), in connection with a condemnation 
proceeding. 

Moreover, the existing statute authorizes the Attorney General to 
waive the requirement for his title opinion in connection with the 
acquisition or improvement of easements and rights-of-way when in 
his opinion such waiver will not jeopardize the interests of the United 
States, and further, in connection with title to easements and rights- 
of-way, to approve the title subject to such infirmities as in his opinion 
will not jeopardize the interests of the United States. 

Before concluding, I would like to reiterate, I am not an expert on 
highways, and I claim no skills concerning roadbuilding. To the 








NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 667 


extent that legal problems are any impediment to the enactment of this 
bill, I do not consider them serious at all. The Department of Justice, 
and I am sure the whole administration, would gladly cooperate to 
dispose of any problems which may arise in order to help get this vital 
program on the road. 

’ That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. General, one question has been raised to which you 
did not make reference, and that is the lack of a term of office pro- 
posed for the members of the Board of this Corporation, the Com- 
missioners. 

Mr. Browne... Yes. 

Senator Gore. Do you think that is a defect in the bill? Should 
there be a definite term of office ¢ 

Mr. Browne.u. There is a well-recognized, I think, precedent there 
that if the term is not provided the officer would hold his position at 
the will of the President, this being part of the executive branch of 
the Government. 

Senator Gore. You do not think it is a defect in the bill? 

Mr. Browneu. No; it would not be a legal defect. It would be 
a policy for the Congress to determine. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Do you agree with the figures that are in the 
Clay report indicating that the Federal Government would borrow 
$21 billion, pay interest on it to about $1114 billion on this $9 billion ¢ 

Mr. BrowneELt. I am going to have to go back to my statement 
on that, Senator, that I am not here as an expert in the field of public 
roads or fiscal management. 

Senator McNamara. I assume you either accept it or reject it. 
Which position do you take? Do you accept it ? 

Mr. BrowneE.u. I would accept the statements that are made here 
as far as the fiscal points are concerned, made by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Secretary of Commerce in prior testimony before 
the committee. 

Senator McNamara. Which indicates that we will pay $1114 bil- 
lion interest for the use of $21 billion. 

Mr. Browne.u. That is not my interpretation of the testimony. 

Senator McNamara. That is what it says in the Clay report, as 
I read it. 

Senator Busu. I think the record should show that that is Senator 
McNamara’s interpretation, and I certainly do not subscribe to that 
statement. 

Senator McNamara. What do you think—of all the bonds out- 
standing, $21 billion is the total the Government will issue under this 
bill 

Mr. BrowNetu. Presumably. 

Senator McNamara. And that means $1114 billion interest in 
the columns. It is in black and white, and I would be glad to have 
the statement as my interpretation. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. I have no further questions, I believe. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, on page 9 the Attorney General has 
a paragraph at the top of the page which refers to an indefinite 
appropriation. 
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I do not question but that appropriations of an indefinite nature 
have been made, but they have got to be made in 1 of 2 ways: A bill 
reported by the Appropriations Committee, and even there they can 
be subject to a point of order if it exceeds the duration of Congress 
as being subject to a rule; and by the rules of Congress, a legislative 
committee may not report appropriation bills. 

The only way it could be done without being subject to a point of 
order would be in the House to have a closed rule or in the Senate to 
waive it by a two-thirds vote. 

Therefore, this committee would have a very practical problem in 
attempting to report a bill that of itself made an appropriation. 

The only thing that we could do, without being subject to the chal- 
lenge on a point ‘of or der, would be to authorize an appropriation. 

Mr. Browneit. If we could be of any help to you in working out 
the necessary procedures, let us know and we will gladly try to do it. 

Senator Martin. I wonder if I could be excused, Mr. Chairman. 
I am terribly sorry. 

Senator Gore. Certainly, Senator Martin. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I want to apologize to the 
Senator from Connecticut, because I see that this is actually $1114 
billion on $20 billion; $20.235,000,000, some slight correction. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, let me make a point, as long as the 
Senator wants to deal with that again. 

You might say that any time the Government borrows money, if 
we issue a 30-year Government bond, let us say, just to keep it on the 
same basis with the project under discussion that you pay 3 percent 
per year on that bond. 

If you issue a million dollars worth of bonds, you pay $30,000 a 
year; and if you pay it for 30 years, you pay $900,000 or almost as 
much as you borrow. 

If your argument holds then, you are suggesting they ought not to 
borrow for anything because we have to pay so much interest. 

Senator McNamara. Whether it is the Government or anybody 
else, you do not borrow if you can do it any other way. 

Senator Busu. Yes; but nobody has suggested any other way to 
get these roads built in 10 years without borrowing money, at least 
not so far, and the emphasis is on the necessity of getting these roads 
built. 

Of course, you can claim if you borrowed the money for 50 years, 
that increases the interest by 20 years, another $600,000; so then you 
are paying more in interest than you are for the money. 

Senator McNamara. I am using the figures in the Clay report. 

Senator Busu. I am not questioning the figures, but my point is you 
are questioning the whole principle of borrowing money, not only in 
connection with this bill, but in connection with the operation of the 
Federal Government and State governments or anything else. 

Only you have got to pay interest on the money and if you add up 
interest over the whole a of the program, it becomes a very high 
percentage of the loan; but that applies to all Government borrowing. 

Senator McNamara. And furthermore, you pass it on to the next 
generation to pay. 


Senator Busu. As far as you and I are concerned. I think some of 
the gentlemen 
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Senator McNamara. My children—when you get up. 

racket, you are passing it on to our grandchildren. 

Senator Busu. | am not so sure about that. 

Senator McNamara. This is a4-percent mmimum too. As Senator 
Byrd said, he doubts very much that you will borrow this money on 
the basis of 3 pereent. 

Senator Busu. The Senator might be right, but there is also good 
evidence from the market place, from those who are mterested in 
handling these bonds at 3 percent, and the Secretary of the Treasury 
said so the other day. 

Senator McNamara. I must say that [am very concerned with the 
S11 billion that will pay for no roads, pay for no bridges, just spent 
for interest. 

Senator Busu. [can see that it bothers the Senator very much, and 
it bothers me very much too. I would like not to borrow at all, but 
my point is it is not quite fair to take the interest per annum and 
multiply it by 30 years and say that is 90 percent of the whole loan, we 
cannot afford that much. 

You might then apply it to the whole principle. 

Senator McNamara, Maybe General Clay should not have said it. 

Senator Busu. He has to, because he has got to describe it, but I 
cannot see anything wrong with it. 

Senator McNamara. I am not a banker, and that actually is our 
difference in viewpoints. 

Senator BusH. You do not have to be a banker to understand my 
position on that. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I do not know that there is any ques- 
tion on it, but on this discussion about it, I think originally the Senator 
from Michigan assumed that the interest would be subtracted from 
the $21 billion bond issue. 

Actually, of course, it would not be. That would be a capital for 
it. The interest would be from the gasoline revenues or the appropria- 
tions or it could come from the $5 billion that the Secretary of the 
Treasury might advance. 

In any event, it would be over and above the $21 billion ¢ apital. 

Senator McNamara. You are right, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Of course, the question of whether or not to pay 
interest, sometimes it is best to pay interest if you need the equipment, 
if you need the tools. 

The matter of borrowing money to build roads, as far as I am 
personally concerned, I do not object to that provided you do not 
abuse that. 

In a factory, you determine sometimes you have to have new tools 
and new equipment to produce more efficiency and produce accident 
reduction, and so it pays to put in new equipment sometimes. It may 
be in this country today that we have a highway situation where we 
need better roads to reduce accidents. You may be paying more in 
highway insurance rates and through accident losses. It is a matter 
of. judgment in every instance as to how far you go in borrowing, I 
think, to get new tools. | 

Senator Gorr. Not only how much you borrow, but whether you 
borrow it at the least possible interest rate. 

Senator Case. Yes. 

61030—55——43 
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Senator Gore. One of the questions raised here, General, is that in 
order to promote this legal fiction—this technical distinction that 
bonds are not within the debt limit and are within the constitutional 
provision permitting the collection of taxes to pay debts—we would 
be borrowing money at a high interest rate. 

I believe the Secretary “of the Treasury indicated that he would 
be surprised if the interest rate was more than 314 percent. He 
thought it would be somewhere within the range from 3 to 34 
pere ent. 

That range is considerably above the going rate for orthodox 
Federal borrowing. I believe that is the real question before the com- 
mittee with respect to interest. 

Senator Case, had you concluded / 

Senator Case. Yes; I am through. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush / 

Senator Busn. No; I have no further questions. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. General, we are indebted to you and appreciate your 
appearance. 

Mr. Browneti. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, sir. 

The committee will now hear Mr. Curtiss, the head of the Bureau of 
Public Roads. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I do not want to presume or hop ahead of you in 
case you had some remarks to make, but I would like to note for 
the record that I think this is the first time that Captain Curtiss has 
appeared as Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads, and it has 
been customary, I think, when you had a Commissioner appointed 
to have a little pedigree or statement of background put into the 
record. 

Captain Curtiss has been associated with such organizations so 
long that he hardly needs that statement of background. He has been 
in the Bureau of Public Roads I do not know how many years; 
but if there was ever a career appointee advanced to the chief of his 
section, that man is Captain Curtiss. 

I know, after my experience over a great number of years in the 
House and in the Senate, if you wanted to get some detailed informa- 
tion in the Bureau of Public Roads, if you were fortunate enough 
to be referred by the telephone operator to the office of Captain Cur- 
tiss, you would get the information promptly and accurately. 

I think it is a fine tribute to him and it is a fine tribute to those 
who have recognized his ability, that he should come before us as 
the Commissioner of Public Roads. 

Senator Gore. I thank you for that statement, Senator Case. It 
was made more ably than I could make it. I endorse everything you 
say, making only one addition: it has also been customary to have an 
initiation ceremony. 

I believe, however, that Mr. Curtiss did appear before this comumit- 
tee. 

Senator Casr. As Commissioner / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; a few weeks ago. 

Senator Gore. Yes; and I neglected to do the honors which you 
have so generously and ably done. 
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Senator Case. Unfortunately, I was called out of the hearing room 
at that time, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry. . 
Senator Gore. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Curtiss ‘ 


STATEMENT OF C. D. CURTISS, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK C. 
TURNER, ASSISTANT TO THE COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Curtiss. I do not have a prepared statement, but I am prepared 
to speak on several subjects that the staff advised me the committee 
would be interested in. 

Senator Gore. Yes; for the benefit of the subcommittee, you do have 
before you the list of questions that were submitted to you. 

I suggested to the clerk of the committee that he ask you to be 
particularly prepared on certain phases of it. 

Mr. Curtiss. First the status of the Federal-aid program; then 
the question of the mileage limitation on the Interstate System, and 
perhaps some statement relative to the needs report which has just 
been submitted to the Congress. 

Senator Gore. If I may suggest, I would like some time to read 
the needs report and then ask you some questions about that. Perhaps 
we could do that in the afternoon. 

If the committee has no particular desire as to the order in which 
you take them up, I would like for you to talk first, and will defer 
to any member of the subcommittee, as to the mileage on the Inter- 
state System. 

What do you have in mind in the way of allocation or division of 
the additional 2,400 miles, and what is the justification, if any, for 
the additional mileage to be added to the system / 

Mr. Curtiss. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to give the committee 
some historical background on the developments that led up to the 
legislation providing for the designation of the Interstate System 
or the National System of Interstate Highways. 

Pursuant to a directive from the Congress in 1938, the Bureau of 
Public Roads made a report—— 

Senator Gore. What was that date? 

Mr. Curtiss. It was in 1938. The report was printed in 1939 as 
House Document No, 379, 78th Congress, 2d session. 

We were directed to make a study of an interregional highway 
system. In making that study, consideration was given first to a 
small, rather limited system, consisting of about 14,300 miles; one 
of 26,700 miles; 29,300; 33,920 miles; 48,300; and 78,800. 

The traffic characteristics of each of those systems was studied. 

I would like to correct one statement I made, Mr. Chairman. The 
first report made in 1939 was on toll roads and free roads. It was 
a later directive of Congress that requested the interregional report. 
That was in 1941, and the report was made in 1944. 

As a result of that study, this interregional highway committee, 
after studying all these different mileages and discussing them, a 
recommendation was made for a system of slightly less than 34,000 
miles. 

That system did not include circumferential or radial routes in 
urban areas. It merely carried the system through the city. 
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In considering that report and its recommendation, the Congress 
added enough mileage to provide additional circumferential and con- 
necting routes in urban areas and placed a limit of 40,000 miles on 
the system. 

That system was designated to the extent of about 37,800 miles 
in cooperation with the State highway departments. 

Senator Gore. Will you dese ribe the process of designation’ Do 
you actually make the designation, or must you first secure the ap- 
proval of the State highway departments / 

Mr. Curriss. The initial system was selected by consultation among 
groups of States with representatives of the Bureau. It was neces- 
sary to provide connections at State boundaries and to provide a 
continuous system. 

Senator Gore. But you do make the final designation / 

Mr. Curtiss. The final designation was approved by the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Works Agency. We were a primary unit in the 
Federal Works Agency at that time, in 1947. 

Senator Gore. Who would make it now—the Secretary of Com- 
merce ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Gore. IT am proud of the cooperation between the Bureau 
of Public Roads and the State highway departments. I take it that 
you consult with the State highway departments regarding designa- 
tion of interstate routes as a matter of cooperation, and asa practical 
matter of obtaining proper connections and other necessary attributes. 

However, the final designation by law is vested in the Secretary of 
Commerce, is it not? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. All right. 

Mr. Curtiss. We are engaged now—the States are—in studying the 
urban connections, radial and circumferential routes; and we have re- 
quested that they submit that to us just as soon as possible so that the 
designation of the full 40,000 miles can be ¢ ompleted. 

Senator Gorr. You say you have asked the States to submit plans 
to you for your approval or disapproval ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. You see, each of these urban additions 
will be within one State in most cases. If more than one State is in- 
volved, it will be necessary to have a joint recommendation. 

Senator Gorr. What are your standards for designation? You 
have 2,400 miles you have to designate, and you say you have requested 
the States to submit plans. 

By what standards do you render and reach your decision on desig- 
nation of a certain circumferential or bypass route within a munici- 
pality ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Practically all of the States have made what we call 
origin and destination studies of traffic within urban areas of the cities 
within the State. 

The traffic pattern is thus established, and the need for radial and 
distributing routes comes out of those studies; and the States in sub- 
mitting their request will submit the requests for their designation 
and within the limitation of the remaining mileage, we will accept and 
approve as many of those as we can. 

Senator Gore. You have not given us the standards by which you 
reach a decision on designation or declination to designate. Suppose 
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a State submitted a plan which obviously upon your examination was 
for the alleviation of municipal traffic rather than to provide an ade- 
quate interstate connection, what would be your decision ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not think we could approve such an addition. 

Senator Gore. That is what I mean. Can you tell us what stand 
ards you use in designating these routes / 

Mr. Curtiss. It would have to permit the free flow of traffic into, 
through, and around these urban areas. 

Senator Gore. Primarily interstate traffic / 

Mr. Curriss. Interstate in character: yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you find any roads within, around, or through 
a large municipality on which the traflic is primarily interstate in 
character ? 

Senator Case. The traffic at Pittsburgh used to be. 

Mr. Curtiss. The larger the ¢ ity, the greater the proportion of the 
traffic which becomes local and transversely the smaller the city, the 
greater proportion of the traffic is through traffic. 

Senator Gore. Underst: ind I am not objecting in any way, nor do 
I mean my questions in any way to indicate an objection to an inte1 
state road serving local needs either in the city or out: but I would 
like to know just what standards the Bureau of Roads uses in de- 
termining a designation, or whether it is essentially the recommenda 
tion of the State highway department. 

Senator Busn. I think the Senator is on a very interesting point 
there. I wonder whether the Commissioner cannot answer by an il 
lustration of taking a State. I think I could answer it by taking Con 
necticut: you might answer it by taking Tennessee, but let him take 
a State, if he can out of his head, and illustrate how they put that 
little red line on that map, so to speak. 

I think it isa very important question, and we ought to understand 
it. Isit possible for you to do that offhand / 

Mr. Curtiss. I would rather have some time to do that, if I could. 
I would be glad to do it and submit it to the committee. 

Senator Busn. I would like to have you do that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. This committee is gomg to be very concerned with 
the additional 2.400-mile designation. It is also going to be very 
interested in increasing the 40,000 mile limit. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. There is one requirement which I have discovered 
exists. If the route goes across a State line, apparently concurrence 
is required of the adjoining State—where the proposal was made by 
a single State to enter another State at a certain point, that the con 
currence of the other State where the route goes is required, or if 
a modificaion were to be made today, where it crosses a State line, 
the concurrence of both State highway commissioners is apparently 
required. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. You would like some time to prepare a statement 
as to what standards the Bureau of Roads uses or will use in further 
designation / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir; we will submit that promptly. 

Senator Busn. May I ask just one question on that point ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 
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Senator Busu. Do you have much difficulty or argument with the 
States in arriving at an agreement between yourselves and the States 
as to where this Interstate System should be located ¢ 

Is it a difficult problem of negotiation or argument / 

Mr. Curtiss. I would not say it was difficult, but several years were 
consumed in the deliberations in the initial designation; so all the 
problems were very carefully thought out, and the States were brought 
together in their selection. 

Senator Busu. Would you say that the States are well satisfied re- 
specting these designations? Are there any discontented States? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think that there are a few who think they should have 
more mileage. For instance, Colorado, I think the Governor testified 
to the fact that there was no Interstate route directly west from 
Denver. 

Senator Busn. That is a question of them not having enough. Are 
they satisfied with the location and designation of what they do have? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; I think that is true. 

Senator Busun. There are no discontented States about the roads 
that have been agreed upon ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Not tomy knowledge. 

Senator Busu. So that any discontentment arises out of a feelin 
that perhaps they have not gotten enough of the share or as eres 5 
mileage on the Interstate System as they think their State deserves; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Of course, the designation did not show the exact route between 
control points. It merely showed area control points or cities and left 
the State free at a later time when a road was under improvement to 
select the actual field location between cities. 

Senator Busu. You just agreed that the road would connect New 
Haven and Hartford, for instance? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Busu. And the State commissioner would have to work 
out the actual roadbed ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right, and mileages were based on the pres- 
ently traveled routes rather than what might be the final location, so 
there will undoubtedly be some savings in mileage. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, Senator Bush has indicated this is an 
increasingly important problem. There are three bills now before 
the committee. 

Each bill provides an increase in the Federal proportion of the 
Interstate System. That will encourage States to seek, and seek 
arduously, further designation. 

Unless you have some standards to go by, you may have a scramble, 
and I believe that this committee is going to want a definitive state- 
ment from the Bureau of Public Roads approved by the Secretary of 
Commerce as to the standards by which you will make these future 
designations, not only of the remaining 2,400 miles, but of any addi- 
tional mileage which the Congress may see fit to add to the 40,000 limit. 

Do you agree with that, Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busn. Iamsorry. Iam afraid I was not exactly attentive 
to what you said. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 
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(Thereupon, there was a brief discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. The committee will be inclined to be patient and 
lenient as it has with respect to the reports. We will, however, want 
some definitive presentations of the standards for designation. 

Would you have an idea when you would be prepared to submit 
that, and we would want it submitted in person, I believe, in order that 
the committee members might have the opportunity of asking ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think we could have it within a week. 

Senator Gore. Fine. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Might I point out that in the bill S. 1160, the lan- 
guage of the bill states: 

The Secretary is authorized, in cooperation with the State highway depart- 
snents, to designate as promptly as reasonable possible routes to take up the 
mileage still undesignated so that the entire forty thousand miles of this system 
shall be designated. In approving any undesignated mileage the Secretary 
shall designate those routes which contribute most to the benefit of the system 
as a whole and are most important from the point of view of national defense. 
In case the actual construction of highways on the system increases available 
undesignated mileage, the Secretary may redesignate this mileage in accordance 
with the preceding sentence. 

In the bill which I introduced yesterday, I have a comparable sen- 
tence, but I changed it in some respects, but it does provide some 
guidance for the designation. 

The language in the bill which I introduced yesterday and which, 


I believe, is S. 1573, printed copies of which are not available, but I 
have in the mimeographed form, section 6 in part says: 


The Secretary is authorized, in cooperation with the State highway depart- 
ments, to designate as promptly as he deems desirable routes to take up the 
mileage still undesignated so that the entire forty thousand miles of this system 
shall be designated. In approving any undesignated mileage the Secretary 
shall designate routes which shorten connections between control centers and 
contribute to the benefit of the system as a whole and are important from the 
point of view of national defense. In case the actual construction of highways 
on the system increases available undesignated mileage, the Secretary may 
redesignate this mileage in accordance with the preceding sentence. 

The changes that that bill suggests over S. 1160 are in the prompt- 
ness. §S. 1160 says to designate as promptly as reasonable possible 
routes to take up that mileage that is undesignated. The bill which 
I introduced says as promptly as he deems desirable routes to take 
up the mileage still undesignated so that the entire 40,000 miles of this 
system shall be designated. 

In approving any undesignated mileage the Secretary shall designate routes 
which shorten connections between control centers and contribute to the benefit 
of the system as a whole and are important from the point of view of national 
defense. 

That was a specific directive which gives priority to the shortening 
of the connecting routes. 

Senator Gore. The designation, as it has been set in these bills, now 
takes on greatly added benefits to the States and localities. Could 
you indicate any tentative plans, if the Bureau has tentative plans, as 
to the location of the additional 2,400 miles, or do you not yet have 
tentative plans? 
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Mr. Curtiss. I do not think we have the reports from all of the 
States as yet, but the reservation was made for urban area connections. 
We do not anticipate that there will be any rural additions to the sys- 
tem. 

Senator Case. That is at least until you have taken care of all of the 
urban connections. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Who made that reservation / 

Mr. Curtiss. It was made at the time the original system was desig- 
nated, because it was not known at that time—we did not have the 
benefit of all the origin-destination studies—just where the routes 
should properly go in ‘the urban areas. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, was there a statement made by Gen- 
eral Fleming when he made that approval in 1947, setting forth a reser- 
vation or setting forth a purpose of not making a complete designa- 
tion at that time, or completely exhausting the 40,000-mile limitation / 

Mr. Curtiss. I think there was. I would be glad to look that up, 
and if so, submit it for the record. 

Senator Case. It occurs to me that there very likely might have 
been because they had the authorization for 40,000 miles at the time. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Undoubtedly some consideration was given to 
whether or not they exhausted the authority. 

The Certificate of Approval of a National System of Interstate 
Highways, dated August 2, 1947, did not include an explanation for 
designating less than the total 40,000 miles permissible under the 
authorizing legislation, The certificate was worded as follows: 
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OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 








CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL OF A NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 





Pursuant to the act approved December 20, 1944, entitled “The Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944,” I hereby certify— 

First. That, as required by the said Act, there has been designated within the 
continental United States a National System of Interstate Highways not ex- 
ceeding forty thousand miles in total extent so located as to connect by routes, 
as direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial 
centers, to serve the national defense, and to connect at suitable border points 
with routes of continental importance in the Dominion of Canada and the 
Republic of Mexico. 

Seeond. That the routes of the said National System of Interstate Highways 
have been selected by joint action of the State highway departments of each 
State and the adjoining States, as provided by the Federal Highway Act of 
November 9, 1921, for selection of the Federal-aid highway system. 

Third. That the selection of routes by the State highway departments has 
been reviewed by the Public Roads Administration to determine its compliance 
with the requirements and purposes of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. 
In certain instances in which routes selected by the highway departments of 
adjoining States failed to connect at State boundaries essential modification 
and revision of State-selected routes has been made. The system, as so revised 
and modified, has been recommended to me by the Public Roads Administration ; 
and I hereby approve the same in accordance with the authority vested in me 
by the Federal Highway Act of November 9, 1921, the President’s Reorganization 
Plan No. 1, effective July 1, 1939, and the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944; 
and 

Fourth. That the National System of Interstate Highways selected and modi- 
fied or revised as aforesaid, is comprised of routes, approximately 37,681 miles 
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in total extent, as shown in their general location on a map which is attached 
hereto, and made a part of this certitication. 

As provided by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, all highways or routes 
included in the National System of Interstate Highways as shown on the map 
attached and hereby approved, if not already included in the Federal-aid high 
way system, are hereby ordered to be added to the said system without regard to 
any mileage limitation. : 

Done at the City of Washington this 2d day of August, 1947 

(Signed) Philip B. Fleming, 
Puitir B. FLEMING, 
Wajor General, U. S. A., Administrator 


The following explanation of procedures covering original ap 
proval of the Interstate System is quoted from page 72 of the report 
Highway Needs of the National Defense: 


SELECTION OF THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


Complying with this congressional direction (sec. 7 of the Federal-Aid High 
way Act of 1944), routes for inclusion in the authorized National System of 
Interstate Highways were selected by the several State highway departments, 
and a system composed of the routes selected, with minor modifications required 
to effect interstate continuity, was approved by the Federal Works Administra 
tor, August 2, 1947. 

The system then approved was composed of 37,681 miles. There remained at 
that time, within the 40,000-mile limitation fixed by the law, the authority to 
designate an additional 2,319 miles, which it was expected would be largely com 
posed of desirable circumferential and distributing routes in urban areas 

Since the original approval of the system, a few changes have been made; and 
the system as presently designated, totaling 37.800 miles, is that shown in 
figure 1. The condition of the system so constituted was the subject of the study 
reported in the first part of this report. The balance of 2,200 miles within the 
10,000-mile limitation is still reserved mainly to be comprised, after further de- 
tailed study, of essential circumferential and distributing routes in urban areas 

Senator Gore. If this subcommittee could find the time to take a 
few di: ays out of W: ishington to see some of this develo pment, would 
you be able to direct us to a city providing an ex: sy ot approval 
and designation of the Interstate System through and around the city 
that you think might serve as a standard to go by? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think we could. We would be glad to do that 

Senator Gore. You prepare a statement, secure if possible the ap 
proval of the Secretary of Commerce with respect to the standards 
of designation, and submit copies to the members of the committee. 
After we have had an opportunity to read it, then I will try to arrange 
for your further gone 

Mr. Curtiss. Very well, si 

Senator Gore, Now, let us go to the second part of that question. 
What need or justification, if any, do you see for increasing the 40,000- 
mile designation of the Interstate System / 

Mr. Curtiss. It is my feeling that provision should be made for the 
adequate improvement of the present system with those urban addi- 
tions before there is any extension, because our original studies that 
I referred to here indicated that if we went beyond 40,000 miles, the 
next place to stop in taking on added mileage would be something over 
18,000 miles. 

With the urban connections, that might be 50,000 miles. 

Senator Gorr. Have you made any studies ? 
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Mr. Curtiss. Not recently; no, sir. 

Senator Gore. Would you be prepared to suggest to the committee 
the probable location of the additional 8,000 miles, if such should be 
provided ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think that would be approximately as indicated in 
the report that was made in 1944 on interregional highways. 

Senator Gorr. Without objection, there will be printed at this point 
in the record the map showing the presently designated Interstate 
system and on the opposite page the map of 48,300 miles to which you 
make reference there. 

Mr. Curtiss. Shall we insert that in the record, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gorn. Yes. 

(The maps referred to are as follows :) 
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Senator Gore. But that is not a recent study / 

Mr. Curriss. No, sir; this report was made in l44. There was 
i more recent study, “Highway Needs of National Defense.” This was 
presented in L949, 

Senator Gore. You did not make a report on this particular prob- 
lem in the report submitted to the Congress yesterday / 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you have any questions on the Interstate System 
before we leave that, Senator McNamara / 

Senator McNamara. I think not, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, your line of questioning there raises 
ai very important question. 

Captain Curtiss, if it would be 8,000 miles addition for the urban 
sections on an augmented Interstate System, that would recognize a 
priority of need for another 2,000 for the urban connections, r: wising 
the total of the authorization to 50,000, would it be fair to assume that 
the total cost of completing the Interstate System would be increased 
by one-fourth ? 

Mr. Curriss. I would think it would be somewhat less than that 
because the additional mileage added would generally be of lesser 
traffic. 

Senator Case. A little less than the standards, perhaps a little more 
two-lane there ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. It would be, I would think, bet ween 20 and 25 percent. 

Senator Case. But between 20 and 25% 

Mr. Curriss. Yes, sir. That is just a very broad estimate. 

Senator Casr. I recognize it would be approximate ; but in any 
event it does definitely raise the problem of increasing the cost of 
completing the Interstate System, does it not? 

Mr. Curtiss. V ery definitely. 

Senator Case. Then under S. 1160 if you freeze your highway 
appropriations for 30 years or freeze the anticipated revenues, where 
are we? 

If there are 10,000 miles that would be added to the system, if you 
made any substantial stepup and you had dedicated to the existing 
system $62214 million and dedicate to the completion of the interstate 
« balance of an amount equal to the gas tax revenue, how do you take 

care of the additional 10,000 miles that needs better treatment, the 
normal primary ? 

Mr. Curtiss. It would either require an extension of time to do the 
work or additional funds. 

Senator Case. But the extension of time would have to come after 
30 years, or else you would have to raise your gas tax or tap some 
other revenues? 

Mr. Curtiss. It would create, I think, a difficult financing problem. 
I would like to point out, however, that these roads that. might be 
added if any extension in mileage was authorized are now on the 
Federal system, and they are eligible for improvement in the regular 
program with State and F ederal funds. 

Senator Case. Yes, but the bill S. 1160 would freeze that at the level 
of the 1954 act. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is higher than any previous authorization, 
Senator. 
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Senator Case. I know it steps it up from what we had before. 

Mr. Chairman, I just thought your questions naturally led me to 
wondering what you do about it if you had this other need, and it 
seems to me that the committee is going to have to give consideration 
to balancing the completion of these systems some way, 

Mr. Commissioner, what about the transfer clause’ Last year we 
wrote into the law a 10-percent transferability between the several 
funds allocated to a State upon the request of the State with certain 
provisions. 

Are the States beginning to take advantage of that, or are you 
operating long enough to know ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not think we have been in operation long enough 
to tell what the effect will be, but several States have already made 
transfers. 

There have been transfers from urban to primary and secondary, 
from primary to secondary, and from secondary to primary and 
urban. 

I will be glad to put in the record a statement as to just what 
transfers have been approved. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


FeEDERAL-AID FUND TRANSFERS 
Federal-aid funds have been transferred from 1 class of Federal-aid funds 
to another in 7 States. Funds totaling S3,.901,220.50 have been transferred 
in the 7 States, as shown by the following tables: 


Federalaid fund transfers approved pursuant to sec. 1 of 1954 act, total to 
‘ War. 29, 1955 


Amount 


transferred 


lowa $668,553.70 Urban 
Missouri 1, 386, 863.80 Secondary 
Nebraska 611, 386. 00 do 
New Jersey 3. 809. 00 do 
Pennsylvania 737, 592. 00 do 
Utah 50, 000. 00 _do 

Do 73. 000. 00 do 
Vermont 49,130.00 Primary 

Do 20, 895. 00 Urban 


Tots . 3, 901, 229. 50 
Summary of approved fund transfers 


Amounts transferred to 
Class of fund 


Primary Secondary Urban Total 
Primary $ 


Secondary $1, 692, 787. 00 $1 
Urban 668, 553. 70 


$59, 130.00 
, 459, 864. 80 3. 152. 6450. 80 


680. 448. 70 


Totel..... / , 2. 361, 340. 70 80,025.00 1,459, 863. 80 3, 901, 229. 50 


Senator Case. We think that would be helpful. It is indicative 
that it is enabling individual States to balance their construction 
programs. 
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Mr. Curtiss. It provides much greater flexibility than previously. 
Senator Cast. When the recommendations of the Bureau were sub- 
mitted to the committee before we worked out the 1954 act, it is my 
recollection that the suggestion was made for a 25 percent transfer- 
ability. 
that recommendation for some years now. 

Mr. Curtiss. The State highway departments have been making 

Senator Case. And the policy being new and perhaps a little ex- 
perimental, the committees in the Congress last year settled on the 
10-percent idea. It has occurred to me, thinking of this problem, 
which we were looking at, and speaking of these additional miles they 
might want to go on the interstate, that it might be desirable to in- 
crease that transferability so that States might meet individual prob- 
lems; so in the bill which I introduced yesterday I suggested putting 
it up to 20 percent. 

Do you think that the 10 percent meets the need, or would it be 
desirable to advance that to 20 percent or some other figure to enable 
the States to achieve a balanced completion of the several systems ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think it would be desirable to increase it to at least 
20 percent. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Is that any of the State’s contributions ¢ 

Senator Casr. No, that is the transferability from one allocation 
to another, one system to another. 

Mr. Curtiss. Mr. Chairman, before you leave this matter of Inter- 
state System, I would like to point out that the section of the 1944 


act which provided for the selection and designation of the Interstate 
System did set up a guide for the selection, and this section reads as 
follows: 


There shall be designated within the continental United States a National Sys- 
tem of Interstate Highways not exceeding 40,000 miles in total, so located as 
to connect by routes as direct as practicable the principal metropolitan areas, 
cities, and industrial centers, to serve the national defense, and to connect at 
suitable border points with routes of continental importance in the Dominion of 
Canada and the Republic of Mexico. 

The 40,000 miles does fit the requirements of this original act which 
authorized the Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. That raises a question of the Inter-American High- 
way, which the chairman of the full committee, Senator Chavez, has 
been very interested in. What is the status of that right now? 

Mr. Curtiss. We are operating under an authorization that would 
take some years to complete the highway, but I understand consid- 
eration is being given to a much larger authorization. 

Senator Gorr. You mean there is an annual limit to the authoriza- 
tion ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. $8 million a year. 

Senator Gore. Is that a limit on the authorization or the appro- 
priation ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. It is the authorization ? 

Senator Gorr. How many years would be required to complete it ? 

Mr. Curtiss. At the rate we are going now, it would take 10 years or 
more. 
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Senator Case. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the authorization in the 
i954 act is $8 million, and carries it through the end of the fiscal 
vear L959. 

* Senator Gore. But you are not receiving appropriations to that 
extent ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. What is the appropriation for the present fiscal 
year ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Four million, seven hundred and fifty thousand 
dollars. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, what segment are you constructing with 
that $4 million ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I will be glad to submit a statement and a map show 
ing where the projects are located. They are in five of the Central 
American countries. 

Senator Gore. All right. That will be included in the record at 
this point. 


(The statement and map referred to are as follows :) 
INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY SUMMARY CURRENT ACTIVITY 


Survey and construction work on the Inter-American Highway is currently 
active in oO Republics, with a total of 15 active projects. All of these projects are 
tinanced through project agreements between the Bureau of Public Roads, United 
States Department of Commerce, and the several cooperating Republics, which 
agreements provide funds on the basis of two-thirds United States and one-third 
cooperating Republics. The principal objective at this time is toward opening 
of the impassable portions of the route. These impassable gaps are located in 
northern Guatemala, northern and southern Costa Rica and northern Panama. 

There follows a summary, by countries, of projects active as of February 
15, 1955: 

Guatemala 


No. 1. Grade, drain, base course, and permanent bridges on the impassable 
section between Colotenango and the Mexican border: 25 miles. 

No. 2. Completion of survey, design, and plans on the Inter-American Highway 
throughout Guatemala. 
El Salvador 

No. 3. Base course and bituminous paving between Sirama and Goascoran 
Bridge (Honduras border ). 

Nore: This project will complete the highway in El Salvador to acceptable 
standards: 21 miles. 
Nicaragua 

No. 4. Construction of permanent bridges between El Espino, (Honduras 
border) and Sebaco. 


No. 5. Grade, drain, and base course construction between El Espino and 
Somoto: 13 miles. 


No. 6. Construction of permanent bridges between Rivas and Penas Blancas 
(Costa Riea border). 

No. 7. Grade, drain, and base course construction between Rivas and La Virgen: 
6 miles. 

No. 8. Grade, drain, and base course construction between Somoto and Condega : 
22 miles. 
Costa Rica 

No. 9. Grade, drain, base course, and permanent bridges between San Ramon 
and Nicaragua border: 148 miles. 


No. 10. Completion of surveys and plans between San Isidro del General and 
-anama border: 134 miles. 
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Panama 


No. 11. Grading, paving, and permanent bridges on 25-kilometer section from 
David southward: 16 miles. 

No. 12. Construction permanent bridges between Rio Hato and Anton. 

No. 13. Grading and paving between Rio Hato and Rio Guabas: 7 miles. 

No. 14. Grade, drain, base course, and permanent bridges between Anton and 
Penonome: 10 miles. 


No. 15. Grade, drain, and base course from end of project 2-5 to 5 kilometers 
southward: 3 miles. 

Senator Gore. Commissioner, do you have an opinion as to the 
ratio of Federal-State contributions to the interstate roads? Do you 
think it should be 60-40, two-thirds—one-third ; 75-25, 90-10, 90-5, 
yr 100 percent ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I think if we are going to achieve the desired end of 
improving the Interstate System within a reasonable time, the Fed- 
eral share must be 90 percent or more. 

Senator Gore. Why do you select that particular figure, Mr. 
Curtiss ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Because if we are to continue the balanced improve- 
ment of the primary and secondary systems, the States will need the 
funds at their disposal to match, and they would not have, without 
very materially increasing their present income, the funds to match 
the Federal-aid funds. 

Senator Case. Is it not also true—if I may interject a question— 
that in view of the fact that there is considerable pressure on local 
authorities to develop these country roads and also because the Inter- 
state System is built to a higher standard and hence more expensive 
to construct, that the tendene ‘y of the State highway commission is 
not to put money on the Interstate System to build the more expensive 
system unless there is the offer by the Federal Government to pay the 
larger part of that expense ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That would be the natural assumption, but the States 
have been spending approximately one-third of their combined urban 
and primary funds on the Interstate System. 

That has been done because of the urgency of the projects which 
they selected. The great need for those projects, which have the heavi- 
est traffic, has prompted them to voluntarily concentrate on it—even 
about one-third of their primary and urban Federal-aid funds on the 
Interstate System. 

Senator Casr. But have they been building them to the standards 
of the Interstate System or building them to the standard of a pri- 
mary or secondary system ‘ 

Mr. Curtiss. Only since we had the special interstate funds have 
those standards been rigidly adhered to. 

Senator Gore. Do you mean since the 1954 act ? 

Mr. Curtiss. We had a little money in the 1952 act. 

Senator Gore. That was still on a 50-50 basis. 

Senator Case. Prior to that, at one time, you did build interstate 
roads on a 75-25 basis under some emergency program, did you not? 

Mr. Curtiss. That was back during World War II, when we had 
what was then called a strategic network of about 78,000 miles, and 
we had some special funds for that system, but any of the regular 
Federal-aid funds that were used on that system could also be matched 
on a 75 Federal-25 State basis. 
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Senator Gore. Mr. Commissioner, you say that the States are now 
matching funds for the Interstate System. Why then do you say 1t 
is necessary to r aise it to 90 percent Federal share ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. To do the work quickly, the program would be in 
creased so muc ‘h that the States would not have the income to match 
on a ov dO basis. 

Senator Gore. Do you mean it would be increased per mile ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. No, but we would do more miles. 

Senator Gore. What you really mean to say is that in order to re 
build the Interstate System in 10 years, it would have to be 
to 904 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. If the Congress preferred to go at it in an orderly 
way, Increasing expenditures and thereby bringing about improve 
ment in all the : systems of highways, what do you think would be an 
equitable figure, recognizing, as Senator C = has mentioned, the 
increased cost of the interstate standards, but forgetting for the 
moment, if you W ill, the question of what is to be completed ind years, 
10 years, or 15 years ¢ 

In so questioning you, Mr. Commissioner, I am not attempting to 
draw you into taking sides for 1 bill or the other. There are 3 bills 
here, and I dare say all bills will make a contribution to whatever 
comes out. You are a technical man, and we do not e xpect you to go 
beyond that field, but I would like to have your opinion as to what 
the level should be or what the ratio should be of Federal-State funds, 
if we went at this program in an orderly way to improve the whole 
system of highways. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think the 10-year program could be handled in an 
orderly way, Mr. Chairman; but I have always felt that the proposals 
of the State highway department for a 75-25 matching basis was 
sound and worthy of consideration by the Congress. 

Senator Gore. Was that based on some real recognition of the in 
creased cost and the national interest being maximized in the Inter- 
state System ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir: the increased cost and the greater national 
interest in this Interstate System. 

Senator Gore. This national interest raises a question. What per- 
centage of the traffic on the Interstate System is interstate and what 
percentage is intrastate? 

Mr. Curtiss. I am not sure that we have those figures. 

Mr. Hotmes. (E. H. Holmes, Bureau of Public Roads). We do not 
have the current figures on that, but I think we could make estimates 
from previous studies that have been made. 

Senator Gore. Do you have in mind the figures of the previous 
studies now ? 

Mr. Hotmes. We had figures and studies made back in 1948, since 
the war, but I think those would be indicative at least. 

Senator Gore. Would you bring those along to the hearing this 
afternoon ? 

Mr. Hovtmes. Yes, if I can get them together by afternoon. I do 
not believe that they have been assembled on a national basis. They 
were collected on a State-to-State basis. 

61030—55——44 
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[ am not sure we could assemble a summary in that length of time. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Commissioner, that is one of the questions that 
the committee would like you to be prepared to answer later on. 

Mr. Curriss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Not only as to the percentage of interstate and intra- 
state, but also the percentage which is local. 

One other phase that I would like to ask you a question on before 
we adjourn for lunch: You envision the Interstate System, do you 
not, as primarily for interstate traffic ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. No, I think that a great deal of the traffic around 
urban areas will be more of a local character, but it will provide for 
the interstate traffic as well. 

Senator Gore. Is it justification for an increased Federal contribu- 
tion to that system on the basis of local traffic or interstate traffic? 

Mr. Curtiss. Both. It is necessary to the economy of the country, 
so all the experts that have studied it agree on that. It is now carrying 
approximately 20 percent of all the rural traffic, interstate, intra- 
state, and local. That traffic would grow with an improvement in 
the present facilities on the Interstate System. 

Senator Gorr. Maybe you do not get my question ex xactly. Ifa 
road is primarily for the use of loc al people within a municipality, 
how can we justify paying 90 percent of the cost of 1 urban road and 
only 50 percent of the urban system ? 

Unless this is primarily for interstate traffic, then I do not know 
how we can justify paying a greater matching ratio of the funds. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think the volume of interstate traffic would be suf- 
ficiently large to warrant that. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Do you recall the testimony of the Administrator 
for Civil Defense? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Case. It seems to me that one justification for the Federal 
Government doing something more on urban connections—by urban 
connections I mean circumferential routes, arterial routes leading to 
the Interstate System—is found in the testimony of Governor Peterson 
when he was placing the emphasis upon evacuation and movement of 
people to the outlying sections and also the outlying industrial fac- 
tories. I think the Federal Government does have a definite interest. 

Senator Gore. I got rather a different impression from Governor 
Peterson’s testimony. As I recall it, he indicated that neither bill 
before the committee had very much to do with the problem of evacu- 
ation, but rather that there was proposed a maximization of the 
Interstate System of highways. 

If course, any highway leading out of a city can be used for 
evacuation, but ‘the primary purpose of General Clay’s plan is not 
evacuation, is it, Mr. Commissioner, but rather providing the rebuild- 
ing and improvement of the Interstate System of highways; is that 
not correct ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I think that is the primary purpose, but it certainly 
would facilitate evacuation. 

Senator Gore. True. Any road would, but if we were setting about 
to design a system of evacuation roads, we would not likely build them 
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in the same manner as we would if our primary purpose is interstate 
connection; is that not true / 

Would you not want to build some evacuation roads leading out 

nto the countryside to secondary roads and to primary roads? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think you are right. We have a task force engaged 
now on a study of the needs of that kind under a delegation to the 
De partme nt of Commerce by the Civil Defense Administrator. 

Senator Gore. When will that study be completed ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not know. It is a rather large undertaking. 

Senator Gore. I realize that, and yet this committee continues to 
hear a great deal about the necessity to build evacuation roads, and 

. have not yet had a recommendation from the Bureau of Roads 
or >the Civil Defense Administration as to what kind of evacuation 
roads should be constructed, where and in what amounts. 

Is it not true that all we have before this committee now in any 
of the three bills is the question of ordinary routes of transportation ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. They are the most important of the routes, | would 
say. 

Senator Gort. And the contribution that they might make to evacu- 
ation would be incidental really to the construction of a road and 
availability of a road / 

Mr. Curtiss. I think it is actually more than incidental, Mr. Chair- 
man. I think they would be very important to evacuation because 
they would provide an uninterrupted free flow of traffic that you do 
not get out of the ordinary grid. 

Senator Gore. A contribution can be important and still be inei- 
dental, because as I understand, any contribution to evacuation would 
be incidental to the availability of a road. 

Mr. Curtiss. I would agree with you that they are needed without 
regard to evacuation plans. 

Senator Gore. Under your present plan of approving this addi- 
tional allocation of interstate roads, are you giving primary consider- 
ation to interstate connection or to evacuation / 

Mr. Curttss. I would say at this time to interstate connections. 

Senator Gore. Then that answered my question. We do not have 
an evacuation road bill presented to the committee. 

Mr. Curtiss. Not yet. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. May I invite your attention after that to language 
in your own bill which I think will be helpful, section 2 of your bill, 
S. 1048. ; 

That language in S. 1048 is: 


For the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and 
provement, inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the } 
of Interstate Highways, including extensions thereof 
designated * * * 


and so forth. 
In S. 1573, which I introduced yesterday, this is the language: 
In furtherance of section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, the 
Secretary of Commerce is authorized within the limitation of forty thousand 
miles, to approve as part of the Interstate System such lateral feeder and dis- 


tributing routes, and circumferential routes as muy be required to furnish 
maximum utility of the system within or adjacent to urban areas, 


and so forth. 


im- 
National System 
through urban areas, 
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It was certainly my intent that when we used the words: 


to approve as part of the Interstate System such lateral feeder and distributing 
routes and circumferential routes as may be required to furnish maximum 
utility of the system within or adjacent to urban areas, 

that we very definitely are providing for arterial routes that would 
lateral feeders and distributors, would cert: uinly, but the feeder 
routes, the circumferential routes, would be mostly, for instance, 
like the proposed Jones Point Bridge to take traffic of the big trucks 
from Richmond to Baltimore, to take them across the Jones Point 
Bridge and around the city of Washington instead of about 8:30 
or 9 o’clock in the morning or from 7 o’clock in the morning or until 
9:30 pouring them into the ¢ itv and having this bottleneck on Mary- 
land Avenue—take them around the ¢ ity, and the same problem exists 
for the interstate trucks. 

And, I think the interstate trucks are a great part of the problem. 
If you had an emergency situ: it on and you had military traffic, and 
you had industrial traffic, trucks, and so forth, operating, you cer- 
tainly want to get them around the city rather than sending them 
across the heart of the ¢ ity. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions. 

Senator Gore. It is 12 o'clock. Mr. Commissioner, would it be 
convenient for you to return at 2:30 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I would like to ask some questions about the study 
which the Department of Commerce presented to the committee yes- 
terday, this afternoon. 

Would you indicate when this report of civil-defense roads might 
be ready? Would it be ready in time for this committee to consider it 
before—well, let us say within the next month ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I would not think so. A progress report might be 
made. 

Senator Gore. The committee will stand adjourned until 2:30 p.m 
today. 

(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the committee was adjourned to reconvene 
at 2:30 p.m., the same day and place.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Curtiss, Senator Chavez has some questions and he also is chair- 
man of our Appropriations Subcommittee and he will now interro- 
gate you. 

The Crairman. Captain Curtiss, only a short while ago the Vice 
President went down to Central America and the Caribbean area and 
I think he did a beautiful piece of public relations for the country. 
But I have an idea that in order to help carry out those good public 
relations that we should conclude the Inter-American Highw ay from 
the Mexican border down to Panama City as soon as possible and 
| would like to have you tell the committee now what is in mind as 
far as the Bureau is concerned; the reports that you get from either 
Mr. Jones or Mr. Harshberger, Costa Rica, and what is the general 
situation of the program. 
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Mr. Curtiss. We are operating how, Senator, under an 
tion of SS million a year for a period of years. ‘The appropriations, 
however. have not been in the amount of the authorization. 

(‘onsideration is being given to requestilig ( ongress to provict 
larger authorization and I would like to have Mr. Frank Turner, 
Assistant to the Comminazaner, who has been in charge of the | 
American Highway work tell you about the situation 

The CHAIRMAN. before we proceed to that, 1 thin ik we should have 
in the record the his tory of the American partic Ipati on in the Inter 
American Highway authorizations and appropriations. 

This information was obtained from your Department at my re 
quest and submitted. 

The first amount was authorized in 1941 
correct f 

Mr. Curtiss. That is the first large authorization. | think a mil 
lion dollars was authorized earlier than that. Is that right, Mr. 
‘Turner ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes, in 1934. 

Mr. Curtiss. 1954. 


authoriza 


* it 


, for $20 million. Is that 


The Cnamman. That is prior to the 1941 
Mr. Curtiss. Yes: and we 
along the line. 


authorization 4 
built several bridges at 
Also, back in the late twenties 
for a reconnaissance survey and a 
thirties, 


particular points 
. funds were authorized 
report Was made in the early 


The CiairmMan. But anyway 
million were authorized and 
Congress for that purpose, 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

The CnammMan. You used it for that purpose ¢ 

Mr. Curriss. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. In July 1943, 812 million were 
million were appropri: ited / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. Is that correct 4 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right. In 1950, for fiseal 1951, $4 million au- 
thorized, for 1952, $4 million authorized and the $8 million were ap 
propriated., 

Mr. ¢ ‘t rviss. I think that is correct. 

The Ciairman. Were they spent for that purpose / 

Mr. € URTISS. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. In 1952, fiscal 1953 and 1954, 88 million were au 
thorized for 1953, of which $6,750,000 were appropriated 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

The CHarman. What is the status of that fund ? 
it ? 

Mr. CURTISS. I think it is in the process of being expended. Mr 
‘Turner, do you know what the balance is on that 


Phe Cuairman. Mr. Turner, why don’t you come up here? You 
‘might be able to help us out. 


; under the 1941 authorizations $20 
sZ0 million were appropriated by the 


» authorized and $12 


You used it for that purpose ¢ 


Did you spend 


I want the chairman of the subcommittee and the committee to 


know the background of all of these expenditures and what the situ- 
ation is up to the moment. 
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I notice by the information furnished, Mr. Turner, that for the 
fiseal year 1953, $8 million were authorized and $6,750,000 were ap- 
propriated. 

Mr. Turner. That is correct. 

The CHamman. What was done with that fund 4 

Mr. Turner. That is all under agreement, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Is it obligated ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; it is under agreement with the respective 
countries. 

The Criairman. With the respective countries ? 

Mr. ‘Turner. Yes. 

The Cuairman. Taken from Guatemala down to Panama City { 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

The Cuamman. For 1954 we have an authorization of $8 million 
and no appropriation. 

Mr. Turner. No appropriation; that is correct. 

The Craiman. Then we passed the Federal Highway Act of 1954 
and we have, for 1955, $8 million; 1956, $8 million; 1957, $8 million; 
1958 $8 million; 1959, $8 million, authorized but, of course, no appro- 
priations up to the moment. 

Mr. Turner. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. According to this information that I received from 
the Bureau there is an unappropriated balance of $49,250,000. What 
is that : 

Mr. Turner. That is the remainder of the authorizations that you 
have just recited. 

The CratrmMan, That is a remainder of their appropriations made 
heretofore ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Authorizations. 

Mr. Turner. Authorizations, Senator. 

The Cramman. Authorization only? 

Mr. Turner. Authorizations but not appropriations. 

The Cuatrman. Not ene They have it listed on the 
appropriation column here, I did not. know. 

The budget estimate for 1956 is $5,750,000. 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; that is the request that is now pending. 

The CHamman. But you do not know what will happen there ? 

Mr. Turner. No, sir. 

The Crairman. You have not given any testimony before the 
Gore committee heretofore on these items ? 

Mr. Turner. None whatsoever, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now, may I have that map. 

I will call your attention, Mr. Turner, to Laredo on the Texas border 
and then the Mexican part of the Inter-American Highway comes 
over here [indicating], the Guatemalan line. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Turner. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Then this green space in between there is what? 
According to the legend that is an all-weather road. Will you come 
up here? 

We are going to try to follow the road from the Mexican border 
down to Panama C ity. That is the end of the Mexican part. 

Mr. Turner. All right, this will be in the Mexican section here, 
right on the border [indicating]. 
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The CuatrrmMan. What is this green ‘ 

Mr. Turner. That is an all-weather section. 

The Cuamrman,. All-weather section, but not paved ‘ 

Mr. Turner. Substandard section. 

The CHAIRMAN, You have a little red spot there on the road be 
tween the Mexican border and going inside of Guatemala; what is 
that ¢ 

Mr. TURNER. That is an impassable section of about 25 miles. 

The CuairmMan. Twenty-five miles ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Costly construction ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Very costly. 

The Cuaman. Have you any plans to tie up that section of the 
Mexican road with that section in green here of the Guatemalan 
road [indicating | 4 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir: we are working on that section right now. 

The CHamrMan. Are you? 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; with the funds that you spoke of. 

The CHatrMan. I see. Now, have you ample funds with that which 
you have now, or do you have to—— 

Mr. Turner. We will have to have more funds. We will be able 
{o open a pioneer road in that section. 

The CHarrMan. In order to get to the passable road ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; this is passable but low standard. 

The Cuatrman. To a low standard. The green is low passable, 
but——_ 

Mr. Turner. Substandard; yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Then you have outside of Guatemala City for a 
ways up here to 

Mr. Deas. Up near Chimaltenango, it is about 40 miles. 

The Cuarrman. Forty miles of paved road. 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then, you have some more passable but not stand 
ard ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Substandard, most of this section here from Barbarena 
down to San Cristobal. 

The Cuatrman. Where is San Cristobal? Is that Guatemala or 
Honduras? 

Mr. Turner. But this is San Cristobal in Salvador. 

The Cuatrman. I notice that Salvador has all its space from the 
(;uatemalan border down to the Honduran border—— 

Mr. Turner. Not to the border, down to the point here [indicating }. 
Yes, sir; this is surfaced all the way through to the port of La Union. 

The Carman. All the way through? 

Mr. Turner. We are surfacing now on the 27-kilometer section 
here, that runs over to the border. 

The Cuarrman. To connect 

Mr. Turner. At Goascaran. 

The CuatrmMan. But, Salvador is the only Central American coun- 
try that practically has its entire road system in the Inter-American 
paved ? 

Mr. Turner. That is surfaced or is actually in process of finishing 
the surfacing. 
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The CrarkmMan. Then you go from there, going farther south, 
toward Honduras and Nicaragua, what is the mileage here in green, 
passable but substandard ? 

Mr. Turner. It is 92 miles across Honduras. That is all substand- 
ard ;no plans for any work. 

The CHarrman. Are there any plans of connecting the capital city 
of Tegucigalpa with this Inter-American ‘ 

Mr. Turner. Not with American funds. Tegucigalpa is being 

The Cuamman. With their own funds? 

Mr. Turner. With their own funds. 

The Cuarrman. Are they working on that / 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. So it will be possible to go from the Inter-American 
Highway to Tegucigalpa one of these di ays! 

Mr. Turner. Within a year and a half. 

The Cuamman. Within a vear and a half. 

We get down to Sebaco. That is within Nicaragua ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then we have paved there from Sebaco past 
Managua, capital of Nicaragua, and down to Rivas. What is that ? 

Mr. TurNeR. That is bituminous surface all the way. 

The Cuairrman. Black top / 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then I notice here more green all the way down to 
beyond San Jose on the west, but you have a little red spot in there 
of impassable road. 

Mr. Turner. That is a section that we are working on now. 

The CuatrrMan. Short section / 

Mr. Turner. Short section. 

The Cuairman. What is the mileage on that ? 

Mr. Turner. It was 14 miles at the beginning of this year. We 
are working on that section and will.have that open within the next 
90 days. 

The Ciairman. You will have that gap closed ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; we expect to open that section there by the 
Ist of July. 

The Cuairnman. Then you come up here to—what is this place at the 
end of the green and the black line | indicating | / 

Mr. Turner. That is 77 kilometers—about 45 miles. 

The Cuairman. That would be west of San Jose / 

Mr. Turner. It is 77 kilometers, I believe, from San Jose. 

The Cuairman. To that line and that is paved / 

Mr. Turner. And that is paved. 

The Cuatrman. That is in kilometers? Their measurements are in 
metric system / 

Mr. Turner. That is about 45 miles. 

The Cuairrman. Then it is paved to C artago ! 

Mr. Turner. And graded from Cartago to San Isidro; 71 miles. 

The Cuamman. Senator Kem, Senator Malone, and I went up to 
this point here [indicating]. 

You have a lot of red, is that not your costliest part ? 

Mr. Turner. That is our costliest section that we have yet to do. 
That is 135 miles. 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


The CuarrmMan. Before you reach 

Mr. Turner. From San Isidro to the Panama 

The CnarrMan. Do you recall what the Bureau 
would be the cost of that particular section within ¢ 

Mr. Turner. | believe that estimate is S22 millio 

The Cuarmman. Twenty-two million ¢ 

Mr. Tt RNER. Yes, sir. 

The CHairMan. You are not doing any work on that as 

Mr. Turner. We have surveys and plans in progress 
no construction in that section. 

The CuairmmMan. Have you planning money und SUrve 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; we have surveying 
are operating on that. 

The Cuarrman. Then there is a little paved ro 
David which is on the western part of Panama. 

Mr. Turner. Yes. Before you get to that there is another 15 m 
of this unimproved gap that extended into Panama, in P 

The CuarkmMan. That is right: but that would 
million ¢ 

Mr. Turner. No: the estimate for this 
ditional. 

The Cuatrman. Then you have a passable road but 
and it certainly is. 

Mr. Turner. It certainly is. 

The CHarkMan. From David up here to Penonome 

Senator Gore. What do you mean “passable but sul 
it gravel 

Mr. Turner. Gravel, narrow, steep grade, narrow bridges. 

The Cnairman. Probably no culverts, the water just 
know, ina gully. 
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Senator Gorr. Can you make it with a jeep / 

Mr. Turner. Oh, ves: you can make it with a passe 
is very uncomfortab le. 

The Cuaimman. This part of the black here, there 
Rio Hato Airbase was in Panama ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes: it isa little farther to the west. 

The Cuairman. Well, Rio Hato is where the airbase v 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrrman. The airbase during the war 
vv Army funds? 

Mr. Turner. Both of those were done with Army funds: it was 
started by the Government of Panama and used borrowed Export 
Import Bank loan funds. The loan was canceled and the 
compres with Army funds. 

The Carman. You would say that if we helped improve our con- 
tribution only, plus the contribution the individual county mere 
help improve the en ird roads and make passable the Si 
that it would not be long before we can go 
Panama City by a highway. Is that correct / 

Mr. Turner. If we get appropriations to match the authorizations 
it will tz ake about 5 years. 

The Crairman. Five years to complete the system / 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 
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The CHairnman. Looking at it from the other standpoint, from a 
national defense st: indpoint, does the Bureau ever give any attention 
to that? 

Mr. Turner. We listen to it but we think that is out of our category. 

The Cuairman. | know; but you as road people figure that a good 
road will help the national defense anyway ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes; certainly. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cnairman. Mr. Turner, the Bureau has how many men or the 
total personnel in that see tion? 

Mr. Turner. We have 22 Americans throughout Central America 
at the present time. 

The Cuairman. Who is at the head of the Panama office / 

Mr. Turner. Mr. W. C. A. Palmer is our resident engineer at 
Panama City now. 

The CrairmMan. San Jose? 

Mr. Turner. Mr. M. L. Harshberger. 

The CHamman. He participated in the construction of that road 
from Cartago to San Isidro? 

Mr. Turner. To San Isidro by the Millsville Camp. 

The CHarrman. Now, who is at Guatemala City ? 

Mr. Turner. Mr. T. A. Jones is our resident engineer at Guatemala 
City. 

The CHairman. They all have had experience, have they not, with 
Latin America and the construction of roads ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes; Mr. Jones has been in Central America for 
more than 20 years, mostly with us. 

The CuHatrmMan. Mr. Harshberger ? 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Harshberger since 1941. 

The Cuatrman. I understand that Guatemala is trying to construct 
that small section that you are talking about ? 

Mr. Turner. The Selegua Canyon, you mean / 

The CHatrmMan. That is right, that 25 miles that you speak about. 

Mr. Turner. That is the Selegua Gap. 

The CHarrMAN. On its own money’ Guatemala is trying to do 
that itself? But I hear that the Bureau i is insisting on a 100 ‘percent 
performance bond. How do you arrive at figures? How do you 
handle those things / 

Mr. Turner. I think your informant must be misinformed on that, 
Senator, the work is being done at the present time by the Guatemalan 
Highway Department on “a cooperativ e agreement using two-thirds our 
money and one- third their money. 

The progress is slow and the Guatemalan Government, within the 
last week, has arranged to advertise for bids on that section and do 
it all by contract, and they will take bids about 2 weeks from now 
on that. 

The CHarrman. But there is nothing to this idea that Mr. Jones 
or the Bureau is insisting that the Guatemalan Government give 
them 100 percent performance bond? 

Mr. Turner. I have never heard of that at all, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. I hope that my information is incorrect. 

Mr. Turner. I am quite sure that it is. 
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The CHarrman. What system do you use for performance by the 
individual countries ¢ 

Mr. Turner. We use the same type of contract and performance 
bond that we use in this country. We use the same specifications 
that we use here. 

The CHairmMan. On account of the American contribution you watch 
so that the standards will be kept up according to the Bureau and 
so that specifications will be strictly followed ¢ 

Mr. Turner. We certainly do. 

The CHairman. Even when the local government is doing the 
work ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir; that is the purpose of our supervision in 
those countries. 

The CHatrman. I think it is all right, that is all I care to ask him, 
Mr. Chairman. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Turner, do you think any additional authoriza 
tion is needed beyond the 1954 act on the Inter-American Highway. 

Mr. Turner. If we have to do it at an earlier date than we had 
originally estimated, yes. 

Senator Gore. Earlier than 5 years ¢ 

Mr. Turner. If earlier than 5 years, additional funds would be re 
quired ; yes, sir. 

There has been some talk that you have undoubtedly seen or heard 
of in the last couple of weeks for faster progress on the Inter- 
American Highway. 

Senator Gorr. What about construction equipment, availability of 
materials ? 

Mr. Turner. Most of the materials, would, of course, have to be im- 
ported from the United States except local aggregates and cement, 
but other materials will have to be imported from the United States. 

Senator Gorr. Have you an adequate supply of cement locally ? 

Mr. Turner. In Panama, yes: and in Costa Rica and in Nicaragua 
there is cement available but most of the rest of it would have to be 
imported from the States. 

Senator Gore. But, under present authorization, if given the ap- 
propriation authorized, you think the road can be completed all the 
way to Panama ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Within 5 to6 vears with the authorization that we have 
now, yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Just what is the basis, Mr. Turner, of our contribu- 
tion? Is it a moral obligation or do we have some understanding 
with the individual countries that the Bureau of Public Roads through 
action of Congress will supply so much money for those roads ? 

Mr. Turner. On the basis of the congressional authorizations the 
State Department negotiates with the country and as a result of that 
negotiation there is executed a memorandum of understanding, that 
sets out the general terms under which work will be prosecuted and 
the obligations of both countries—United States and the participating 
country. 

It outlines the project, the type of work, and the approximate 
amount of money by each country and on the basis of that we execute 
4 project agreement which then becomes a contract bet ween the Bureau 
and the corresponding highway department of the country. 
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Senator Gore. What are your standards of construction ? 

Mr. Turner. As IT say, we use the same standards that we use on our 
Bureau of Public Roads forest and park work in this country. We 
use What we call our standard specification, FP-41. 

Senator Gore. You are not attempting to build this read to the 
standards of the Interestate System which we now apply 4 

Mr. Turner. Oh, of course not. We use the same standard that 
we would use in this country for a corresponding traffic volume and 
service conditions. 

Senator Gore. What is the traflic volume through Nicaragua’ Are 
you building a two-lane road 4 

Mr. Turner. _Two- lane road all the way, and we use a 20-foot sur- 
face on a 30- or 32-foot roadbed. 

Senator Come. Nothing less than that ? 

Mr. Turner. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. Any part of it four lane ‘ 

Mr. Turner. No, sir. There is a short section between the air 
port and San Salvador City that has been proposed as a four-lane 
highway, but we have no money in that. 

Senator Gore. What is the problem and how is the problem of 
maintenance handled ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Under the law the country is required to do the main- 
tenance, 

Senator Gore. Under what law / 

Mr. Turner. Under our Federal Aid Highway Act. 

Senator Gore. Under the agreement / 

Mr. Turner. Well, under the congressional law here that author- 
izes the funds, that is one of the prerequisites to granting the money 
to the country—the country must agree to maintain in perpetuity the 
road after it is completed using their own funds. 

Senator Gore. On the sections of the road already completed, the 
job of maintenance is being well done? 

Mr. Turner. Reasonably satisfactory ; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. What right-of-way, what width right-of-way 

Mr. Turner. The right-of-way width, the desirable right-of-way 
width, is stated in the basic Federal-aid highway law. That is 
roughly 100 feet as the minimum. 

Senator Gore. Is there any encroachment on the rights-of-way per- 
mitted thus far? 

Mr. Turner. No, sir, That is another one of the prerequisites that 
the country must provide the right of way without cost and maintain 
it free of encroachments. 

Senator Gore. From your answers I gather that our relationships 
with the Central American countries have been satisfactory. 

Mr. Turner. I think they have been excellent. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. You say excellent in preference to satisfactory. 

Mr. Turner. I would, yes, sir: I believe that is correct. 

Senator Gore. Any more questions on this? 

The Cuarrman. That is all. 

Senator Gore. We will come back to you, then, Mr. Curtiss. 

This report which has finally been submitted to the committee—I 
don't say finally unpleasantly—shows—— 

The Crairman. Is that the one we requested last August / 
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Senator GorRE. Yes: it was furnished to the committee yesterday 

This report shows a very great need. Would you like to make a 
Suma statement on this before we start questioning on this? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes: I — Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Ally iol 

Mir. Curtiss. In ouder hat we might have a uniform basis for the 
stute highway departinents estimating the cost of Improving the 
various systelis of the highways, we first developed i manual | hold 
ing up a document | as a guide to them in making their estimates of 
need and the cost for the improve ments, 

Thev were based on 10 subdivisions of the highw: \vs: 

The Interstate rural. 
Interstate urban. 

3. Other Federal-aid primary rural. 

!. Other Federal-aid primary urban. 

». The Federal-aid secondary, under State jurisdiction, 

6. Federal-aid secondary, under local jurisdiction. 

You see, part of the secondary system is also part of the State high 
Way system, and part is under the counties or other local jurisdictions. 

7. Other State highways, rural. 

Ss. Other State highways, urban. 

These are highways under the jurisdiction of the State highw: LN 
department but not a part of any of the Federal-aid systems. 

9 Other rural roads. 

lo. Other city streets. 

It was broke n down in that way, and then standards were set for thi 
traffic service of the highways to be improved. 

In the case of the Interstate System a period of 10 years was selected 
for its improvement with the standards being adequ: ite for the traffic 
anticipated at the end of 20 vears. For all the other systems the esti 
mate was based on adequacy at the end of the 10-year period—1965. 

We found—and by “we” T mean in the Bureau—when we an: alvzed 
the estimates submitted by the States, and I would like to make that 
clear that these estimates are not estimates of the Bureau of Public 
Roads, they are the estimates of the State highway departments, and 
we have merely analyzed and summarized and brought them together 
iN this report. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, how do you justify your report on that 
basis? The Congress directed the Bureau of Roads, Department of 
Commerce, to make this study and vet you tell us you have only 
brought us a compilation of what the various highway departments 
have submitted. 

Mr. Curtiss. Do you have the language ? 

Senator Gore. Have I misquoted 

Mr. Curtiss. I] think it was contemplated that we would have the 
cooperation of the State highway departments. 

Senator Gore. I want you to have the cooperation. 

Mr. Curriss. It would have been impossible for us 

Senator Gore. As we move into this expanded program with a dif- 
ferent ratio for a different system of roads, the Bureau of Roads has 
vot to do more than compile the information submitted by the various 
State highway departments; } you must have some definitive standards. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is what this manual was (holding up a docu- 
ment), and if there appeared to be a wide difference in the estimates 
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as between one State and an adjoining State, we requested clarifica- 
tion from them on that and in many cases there were adjustments 
made in the initial estimates. 

Senator Gore. Can you give us an example of that / 

Mr. Currtss. | don’t personaly recal! what States they were but I 
know there were adjustments made in consultation with the States. 

The CuarrmMan. But the manual was made from the information 
that the State gave you / 

Mr. Curtiss. No; this manual was developed by the Bureau in or- 
der to have a uniform basis for the States on which to make their 
estimates. 

Senator Gore. Was this manual submitted to the States / 

Mr. Curtiss. Oh, yes, they were furnished this before we requested 
any information from them. 

Senator Gore. Proceed. 

Mr. Curtiss. And it would have been quite impossible, Senator to 
accomplish this study without the cooperation of the States. We 
were given a limitation of $100,000 and I think our costs have been 
in the neighborhood of $68,000, just our part of this. 

Senator Gore. Which has been essentially a compilation job / 

Mr. Curriss. An analysis, yes. 

It was found that only about 15 percent of the Interstate System 
was up toa standard which would be adequate for traffic in 1964. 

Senator Gore. Let us talk about its adequacy for now. What per- 
centage is adequate now ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, it would be a little larger percent than that. 

Senator Gore. In the order of what ¢ 

Mr. I. H. Houmes (of the Bureau of Public Roads). I do not think 
we asked the question in that way. 

Mr. Curtiss. It was not analyzed on that basis. 

Senator Gore. Who fixed this standard of 1964 / 

Mr. Curtiss. We did. We had to have some guide and that seemed 
a reasonable standard. 

Senator Gore. Did you fix the same standard with respect to the 
primary and urban and secondary? You did not ? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, that was to be : adequate for the traffic at the end 
of the 10-year period. 

Senator Gore. Why did you take the standard adequate for traffic 
in 1964 for the interstate and adequate for present traflic on all 
others ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Because of the greater importance of the Interstate 
System and the greater cost and the necessity for providing adequate 
rights-of-way at this time when they could be secured at ‘reasonable 
costs. 

Senator Gore. You say because of that. Is that the only justifica- 
tion for having a different standard for the interstates from the others 
In 1964 why wouldn't the country need the primary roads up to 1964 
standards the same as the interstate ? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is what the estimate contemplates, bringing those 
to an adequate standard for the traffic of 1964. We set a higher 
standard for the Interstate System because with these more impor tant 
roads if adequate rights-of-way are not secured in the beginning and 
they need to be widened later, the costs are very high. 
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The Cuarmman. You have been emphasizing this more important 
roads. Why is an interstate road more important to the man who 
needs the road over there in the country ‘ 

Mr. Curtiss. It is not to that man, Senator, but from the national 
viewpoint it is since this system carries about 20 percent of all traffic, 

Senator Gore. Are you not a little high there? General Clay says 
one-seventh. 

Mr. Curtiss. I should have said 20 percent of all rural traffic. 
When you combine rural and urban it comes down to 16 or 17 percent 
and I think that is what General Clay referred to. 

Senator Gore. You do not know what percentage of that 20 percent 
is interstate and what percentage is intrastate. I believe you said 
this morning you did not have that. 

Mr. Curtiss. No, I do not think we have that. We can, perhaps, 
develop some information along that line in some States. 

Senator Gore. What is the rule generally ? 

Mr. Curtiss. The bulk of traffic in an urban area is local, that is a 
range of 10 to 15 miles. 

Senator Gore. Is not _ traffic on your rural segment still local? 

Mr. Curtiss. Some of it is, but it would vary with the section. 
We have already started to see what we can develop along that line 
as the result of your questioning this morning. 

The Cuamrman. Captain Curtiss, the section 13 of Public Law 350 
is extremely definite as to what the committee wanted as far back as 
last August. 

The Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed, 
not made- 


directed to make a comprehensive study of all phases of highway financing, 
including a study of the cost of completing the several systenis 


not the Interstate System only—- 


the several systems of highways in the several States and other progress and 
feasibility of toll roads with particular attention to the possible effects of such 
toll roads upon the Federal-aid highway programs and Coordination thereof, 
and to make a report of his findings, including recommendations, with respect 
to Federal participation on toll roads to be submitted to the Congress not later 
than February 1, 1955. 


And, of course— 
Provided not to exceed $100,000 shall be used by the Bureau for that purpose. 


It did not request that you make a study and make a report to the 
Congress on one system of roads that the Bureau might think is ve ry 
important. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right, Senator, and we did not. I have just 
cited these 10 different classifications on which we have reported 
separately and independently the costs to bring them—— 

Senator Gore. Why did you set 1964 traffic demands for one system 
and present traffic demands for all other systems’ I do not believe you 
have answered that. You did it because the roads were more 
important ? 

Mr. Curtiss. 1974. 

Senator Gore. 1974? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, for the Interstate System. 

Senatore Gort. Why did you choose that standard / 
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Mr. Curtiss. And forthe other systems, to have them adequate at the 
end of a 10-year period for the traffic at that particular time. 

Senator Gore. | am not being critical, I just wondered why you 
would, when the law contemplated completion of all systems, why 
you would set a different standard. 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, I have tried to explain, Senator, that in the 
case of the Interstate System where the needs to take care of growing 
traffic demands are so great that we set a standard that would be 
adequate for 1974 so that if Congress authorized funds for its im- 
provement we could have a system that was adequate; if we do not 
have, on the major roads, if we do not have controlled access and 
adequate rights-of-way to put in additional lanes, if they are needed, 
the capacity of the highway is very materially reduced by frequent 
entrances and exit roads. 

Senator Gore. Was it primarily because of right-of-way demands 
then ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. It was partly that, but largely to have an adequate 
Interstate System on which the economy and defense of the countr Vv 
is so largely de pendent. 

Senator Gore. Well, 1 do not know that the economy of the country 
and the defense is more advantageously or adversely affected by the 
Interstate System on the one h: and and all the other roads on the other, 
particularly when the other roads carry six-sevenths of the traffic. 
Obviously, they are important too. 

I can understand why you would not have the right-of-way problems 
involved in the other systems that you have in the interstate, but I 
doubt if you can draw a line and say that you took a 1974 target date 
for the Interstate System because it is more important to national 
defense than the others. There are very large numbers of defense 
workers, industrial workers, large amounts of industrial traffic that 
move on the other roads. 

Mr. Curriss. Senator, | do not mean to minimize the importance 
of any of our highways and I think that the estimate to bring them 
up to adequacy at the end of a 10-year period was sound planning. 

Senator Gore. I am not saying it is not sound at all, Mr. Curtiss, 
I am just trying to find the logic behind the different target dates. 

Mr. Curriss. Well, rightly or wrongly we think the Interstate 
System is the most important segment of our highways in the whole 
United States. Our studies have indicated that the traffic that it carries 
has a great influence on the economy of the country, it is a part, 
really, of the 

Senator Gore. Does that come within the competency of the Bureau 
of Roads? Is your job studying the national economy or looking 
after the building of roads? 

Mr. Curtiss. It is to look after the building of roads, but when we 
were asked for this report we could not ignore the other factors. That 
is, we did not think we should. 

Senator Gore. Now, at the end of 10 years, where are we with respect 
to the completion of the various systems of roads ? 

Mr. Curtiss. In this report, we have given Congress the picture of 
what it would cost to bring the sy stems to a state of adequacy. 

Senator Gore. What is that cost? Will you point that out to us? 
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Mr. Curtiss. It is the 101 billion figure that you have heard so 
often. Actually, it adds up to one hundred point eight million dollars, 
and it is set forth in the tables in this report. 

Senator Gore. Would that bring all the systems to the target date 
of adequacy’ In other words, bring the Interstate System to the 
1974 needs and the other systems to the 1964 needs ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. What was this table which you supplied me in re- 
sponse to questions of the committee? Percent of needs that will be 
met at end of 10 years under various proposals? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think that was a table requested by the committee 
and we merely computed what improvements might be made based 
on the funds that the several acts provided and compared them to the 
estimated cost of the improvements. 

Senator Gore. I notice New Mexico, for instance, under S. 1160, 
at the end of 10 years would have the Interstate System 100 percent 
completed. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is true in all States. 

Senator Gore. I beg your pardon ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. That 1s true in all States. 

Senator Gore. That is you would hope that it would be. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senaor Gore. That was the plan? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. But other Federal aid, primary, would be only 34 
percent complete. 

Mr. Curtis. That is right. 

Senator Gore. And the secondary, less than half completed. Now, 
how does this table square with your estimate that $101 billion dollars 
would complete all systems in 10 years? 

Mr. Curtiss. Perhaps I did not explain it clearly, but I do not 
think we can ever say that all of our highway systems are complete. 
There is the growing 

Senator Gore. But, you use the word adequate for 1964 traffic. 

Mr. Curtiss. For that traffic, but at that time some of those high- 
ways are on the point of becoming inadequate for that traffic and 
they need additional lanes or additional width. 

Senator Gore. If we earmark all the revenues for the next 30 years 
for the interstate then how are we going 

The CuairMANn. Get anything for my poor roads back in New 
Mexico? 

Mr. Curtiss. We have some interstate roads in New Mexico, Sena- 
tor. and you have primary and secondary. 

The CuarrmMan. We certainly have. 

Mr. Curtiss. S. 1160 provides continuing improvement of those 
roads at the rate of 1954 act, and Senator Gore’s bill would provide 
still more funds for those roads. But they are not being neglected 
under any of the plans that are before the committee. They are not 
heing given the preference that is recommended for the Interstate 
System. 

The CHarrman. Why not? 

Mr. Curtiss. Well 

The Cuarrman. Why not treat them equally ? 

61030—55——45 
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Mr. Curriss. Well, I think there is a feeling, it may not be uni- 
versally shared, that from the national standpoint that the Interstate 
System is of greater importance and in the descending order from the 
national st: indpoint, primary and then the secondary. That is based 
on the use that is made of these highways. 

Senator Gore. Is not our national econ omy the composite of the 
economies of the various communities throughout the United States / 

The Cuarrman. That is why it is called national. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think youare right. It is. 

Senator Gore. I wonder if we have not gone a little overboard in 

talking of the national interest in one system of roads just as we 
seemed to have gone overboard for a while talking about the evacua- 
tion roads that we were going to build. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think there is room there, Senator, for an honest 
difference of opinion. 

My opinion favors the Interstate System, from the study that I have 
been able to give to it. 

Senator Gore. I favor it, too, but I do not want to favor it to the 
discrimination of the other systems. 

The CuairmMan. Especially when it does not interfere with the na- 
tional economy but enhances the national economy. If you are going 
to take care of the Interstate System only and forget the other systems 
of roads you are going to interfere with the national economy. What 
good will it do to send a bunch of troops on an interstate highway be- 
tween here and San Francisco and you cannot get the cows or the pigs 

r the lambs from the farms to feed those same people? 

"ie Curtiss. I think that was a very sage observation, but- 

The Chairman. You still think the interstate is the most important / 

Mr. Curtiss. Another expression of how the Army fights. 

The Cuaman. They do not fight by having highways only. 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, they need food. 

The CHatrman. That is right, and you cannot wait until the last 
minute to advertise and see whether Libby, MeNeill & Libby will give 
you a ham for less than Swift. 

Mr. Curtiss. In that connection I would like to say this: The 1954 
act provided the largest authorization for primary and secondary 
highways that we had ever had. The previous Act did the same thing. 
We went from 500 million to 575, and then increased that, the Con- 
gress did, by 52 percent to 875. 

Now, the plan that envisions preferred treatment, if you please, 
for the Interstate System also continues the aid to the remaining pri- 
mary and secondary systems in the amount of the 1954 act which is 
the largest in history, and I do not think we can say they are being 
neglected. 

Senator Gore. You propose to continue the aid to all the other sys- 
tems, to the primary, urban, and secondary, at the present level / 

Mr. Curtiss. I say that is the recommendation in S. 1160. 

Senator Gore. Yes; I understand. 

How many automobiles do you expect to be on the highways in 
1964? 

Mr. Curtiss. I believe it is 81 million. Yes; 81 million. 

Senator Gorr. What percentage of that 81 million will be on the 
interstate? You would not expect all this increased traffic to be on 
the interstate roads, would you? 
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Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. If six-sevenths of that traffic is now on the primary, 
urban, and secondary, would it be rea sonable to assume that approx 
mately the same proportion would be on the other roads in 19644 

Mr. Curtiss. I think it would be approximately the same with per 
haps a little edge going to the Interstate System because of the su 
perior facilities. 

Senator Gorr. Well, let us say at that time that five-sixths, onl) 
five-sixths, of the traffic will be on the other systems of roads. Now, 
do you think that the present program will bring — urban, the pri 
mary, and the secondary roads up to the adequacy of handling ve 
sixths or the 81 million cars antic ipated for 1964 ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I think it would go a long way toward it if they were 
adequate at that time, but we could not stop spending money on those 
systems, that need continues and it will continue indefinitely. 

Senator Gore. It has been testified here that at the present rate of 
expenditure we are falling behind instead of getting ahead. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. Then, how do vou say that we would be a long way 
toward having an adequate system in 1964 if we are falling behind 
instead of gaining ground ¢ 

Mr. Cur TISS, If, i In Some Way, the needs as are represe nted in this 
report could be met by 1964—65,. on the Interstate Syste m it would be 
adequate for another 10 years with perhaps some added lanes on some 
of the 4-lane highways which by that time maybe should hi ave 6 lanes. 

Senator Gorr. Let us not skip over this “if by some way.” What do 
you mean by that, “if by some way”? 

Mr. Curtiss. This report does not suggest where this money is com- 
ing from, it merely is an estimate of what these improvements would 
cost. 

Senator Gore. And that totals $101 billion ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Then S. 1160 is not a proposal of the Bureau of 
Roads? 

Mr. Curriss. No, that is the Clay committee. We worked with 
the Clay committee, we furnished information that became available 
from this report on needs. 

Senator Gore. Then you are not recommending either bill that is 
pending before the committee ? 

Mr. Curtiss. As Commissioner of Public Roads: no, sir. The Sec- 
retary, though, has endorsed S. 1160. 

Senator Gore. I understand, but so far as you are concerned, as 
Commissioner, you are not recommending either bill ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I prefer to take a neutral position, although I think 
that the provisions of S. 1160 would 

Senator Gore. Build the interstate roads? 

Mr. Curtiss. And provide for the other systems at a reasonable 
rate. 

Senator Gorn. We thought last year when we passed the 1954 act, 
in fact, I thought it was the best road bill that we had ever passed. 

Mr. Curtiss. I shared that view. 

The Cuarrman. Why can’t we improve on it, make it better? You 
have the money; have you not? You have some money from the funds 
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derived for that particular purpose to increase the authorization of 
1954. Is that not correct? 


Mr, Curtiss. We do not have anything that Congress did not pro- 
vide. 

Senator Gore. Do you have any great store of information now, 
does the Bureau of Public Roads have any great store of infor mation 
now that it did not have in 1954? 

Mr. Curtiss. This is the first comprehensive study that has ever 
been made of the highway needs. Previously there was a study of 
just 

Senator Gore. Is this a study or a compilation ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I say it is a study. 

Senator Gorr. Of State highway submissions ? 

Mr. Curtiss. It is a study made with the cooperation of the State 
highway departments. 

Senator Gore. You think, then, that you are in a much better posi- 
tion to make recommendations than you were when we passed the 1954 
act ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Well, we are in a better position to show the Congress 
what the highway needs are on these various systems and I think it 
permits Congress to decide how fast we should go in providing for 
those needs. 

The CuarrMan. But, Captain, you have been with the Bureau for 
many years, you were a highly respected, and still highly respected as 
being the one man who understood roads. When C ongress passed the 
1943 act, I believe you participated in some of the discussions and 
advice as to the 1944 act, and you participated in the advice given the 
committee for its consideration at that particular time, and up to the 
passing of the 1954 act you considered that system a pretty good 
system. , 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Wherein, interstate, urban, primary, and secondary 
roads were considered. What makes it so different now, 1 year after- 
ward, that we should change that system ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think there has been a general awakening through- 
out the country that we have been falling behind in spite of what 
appeared to be very liberal authorizations, our highway improvements 
have not kept pace with the increasing demands of traffic. 

Senator Gorr. And yet, the recommendation is only that we step up 
the effort with respect to one system. Now, if we are falling behind 
on all of them should we not view our transportation problems as a 
whole rather than in piecemeal ? 

Mr. Curtiss. This report gives the opportunity to do that by show- 
ing what the needs are and then it leaves it for you to decide by legis- 
lative action how those problems should be met. 

Senator Gorr. How far would we fall behind on the primary roads 
at the present level by 1964? In total. I can give you the figures, 
They will be 29 percent of adequacy. 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Chairman, that is only in the Federal appropria- 
tions and required State matching amounts, ° 

Senator Gore. At the present level 2 


ar. Turner. At the amounts indicated in the different bills there. 
Senator Gore. Yes. 
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Mr. Turner. That does not include the State nonmatched funds 
that would go into those systems. That is only the Federal funds 
authorized in those bills, plus the required State matching. 

Senator Gore. Are State funds on the primary roads not matched 
with Federal moneys substantially ¢ 

Mr. Turner. Substantial amount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; but many States are spending far in excess of 
what they spend merely to match. 

Senator Gore. On the primary system / 

Mr. Curtiss. Oh, yes. States, particularly States that have bond 
issues or very large road user revenues. 

Senator Gore. Is that because Federal funds are not available for 
matching ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. That is they have more income than is 
necessary for matching Federal aid. 

Senator Gore. Then should we not make additional Federal funds 
available for matching ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Back in 1943 when Mr. Brady Gentry who is now a 
Member of Congress and a member of the Public Roads Committee of 
the House, at that time he was president of the American Association 
of State Highway Officials and was advocating either a billion dollars 
a year Federal aid or 2 billion, I think it was a billion, and the final 
bill was 500 million. 

The CHAIRMAN. You recommended a billion and a half, as I recall 
it, in 1953, and he said as far as New York was concerned 

Mr. Turner. 1943. 

The CHatrman. 1943; yes. He said that as far as New York was 
concerned, they recommended one billion and a half instead of 500 
million that we authorized them. 

Senator Gorr. Then, from your statement States can match nore 
Federal funds? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes: a number of the States have more funds than are 
needed to match Federal aid. 

Senator Gore. About what number? 

Mr. Curtiss. I could not give that offhand. I understand that Mr. 
Johnson of the Association of State Highway Officials is collecting 
information of that sort from the States with respect to their ability 
to match under the different bills. I think that all States can match 
under the 1954 act. 

Senator Gorr. All States are fully matching Federal funds? 

Mr. Curtiss. There is about $16 million that remains to be matched 
before June 30 to prevent lapse, and I do not anticipate any losses. 

Senator Gore. According to this vour Federal-aid sec ondar y system 
would only be 21 percent of the needs in 1964. It seems we would be 
falling very far behind, it gives us a disproportionate picture. The 
interstate listed as 100 percent complete, the primary and urban 29 
percent, and the secondary 21 percent. 

Mr. Curtiss. As I understand that table, Senator “t shows what 
the Federal funds m: a by State funds would pr vvide under the 
three different bills in a period of 10 years. It tal s no account of 
what work might be done outside of Federal funds. 

Senator Gore. In other words, if—— 

Mr. Curtiss. Federal and State funds matching. 
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Senator Gore. In other words, if the primary, secondary, and urban 
roads are to be brought te the state of adequacy which you use as a 
standard of your report, and then over and above 29 percent for the 
primary and 21 percent of the urban and secondary, the States them- 
selves would have to raise the full amount 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gorr. How many States do you think would do that ? 

Mr. Curriss. Not very many. I think the program would go for- 
ward at a slower rate. 

Senator Gore. Then, if we are to have a National Interstate High- 
way System up to adequacy for 1964 traffic, we must step up ereatly 
the Federal] expenditures on all systems ¢ 

Mr. Curriss. This report shows that it would cost approximately 
$101 billion to do that, regardless of the source. 

Senator Gorr. The answer, then, is “Yes.” 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. That is all I have for this afternoon. Senator 
Chavez / 

The CHamman. That is all. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr. Curtiss. ‘The committee 
appreciates your presence. 

After you are able to get the information with respect to the traffic 
patterns in various parts of the country—urban, municipal, metro- 
politan, rural—the committee will want to hear you again and other 
members of the subcommittee who unfortunately are not able to be 
present this afternoon may have additional questions on your report. 

The CuamrmMan. May I suggest this, Mr. Chairman, Captain Cur- 
tiss testified or stated that there are several States that were unable 
to match or the Federal Government was not matching the State 
fund. 

Mr. Curtiss. No; I said that at the current rate of authorizations 
provided in the 1954 act, that I thought that all States would match 
their Federal apportionments. 

‘The Cuarrman. And we are in good shape that way ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think we are in very good shape. There is about 
$16 million that has to be under agr eement before June 30, and that 
is distributed among 20 States. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

The CuatrMan. I want to get that correct. There are some States 
that have money to match, but the Federal Government has no money 
to match that money ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir; there are a number of States that have high- 
way programs well beyond the Federal-aid program. 

The CHamman. Federal aid? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Will you let us have a list of that, too, and you 
supply us some information with respect to the ability of the States 
to match, indicating those that are able to match more than we are 
— and those having to issue bonds to match the present levels, 
and I would like, in addition to supplying it for the record at this 
point, that you give to the committee a sufficient number to go to all 
members of the Public Works Committee. 
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(The information requested is as follows :) 


It is our opinion that about half of the States could match the funds that 
would become available under S. 1048 without increasing their current income 
in some way. Our data, however, are not sufficiently complete to warrant a 
listing of such States. It is understood that the American Association of 
State Highway Officials is collecting this information from the individual States 
and will make it available to the committee. 

The Cyarrman. Make a list of the States and find out wherein 
which one of those States the Federal Government is unable to 
match. 

Mr. Curtiss. We will prepare any statements to the best of our 
ability that you want, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Fine. 

Mr. Curtiss. I would like to make this observation, though, that 
every State in my opinion should have funds over and above that 
required to match their Federal aid. The States have re sponsibility 
for some 86,000 miles of highways that are not on the Federal-aid 
systems. That mileage is growing every year. Legislatures add 
mileage to the State systems and it would be unfortunate for a State 
to have all of its highway funds tied up into Federal-aid programs. 
There is lots of work that renders needed public service that could 
not qualify as a substantial improvement under the Federal High- 
way Act. They need funds for maintenance and for snow removal 
and they need to have funds for emergencies in case of floods. 

While we have an authorization that can help with the repair of 
damage caused by floods, there are oftentimes damages on systems 
other than the Federal aid on which we cannot participate. 

Th 1¢ CHAIRMAN. Captain Curtiss, your statement indicated that the 
States are doing pretty well. You stated that they had money to 
match the Government. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

The CHarrman. The one who was inadequate in the way of con- 
tributing was the Federal Government. Did you not say that ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I did not say it that way, Senator, but I will say that 
the present authorization is not sufficient in some States to absorb all 
the State funds that might be used for matching. 

Senator Gore. Which means the same thing. 

The Crairman. That being the case, why should the States be 

called down when they are doing their share and the ‘vy have the money 
teal to do any matching, but the Federal Government is not quite 
ready to do that ? 

Mr. Curriss. I did not mean to imply that they should. 

The Cuatrman. No; I think you ought to tell us that we ought to 
get more money from the Federal Government; then we could match 
and all be happy. 

Mr. Curriss. Well, in Public Roads you will always find us ready 
tocarry out the mandates of the Congress. 

The Cuatmman. I want to straighten out another thing and I think 
you were correct. Every State now is trying to get as many funds a 
possible to build roads. My State is issuing a $20-million bond issue 
for the purpose of the construction of roads including those that you 
were talking about—rural roads, farm-to-market roads, secondary 
roads, or whatever you want to call them—that was the reason that 
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I was so insistent that you do not differentiate as to the importance 
of that class of roads and the Interstate Highway System. 

Mr. Curtiss. I did not mean to imply—— 

The CHatrman. I think they are all equally important. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think they are all important. I might differ on 
whether they are equally important or not. 

The Cuairman. We still think you are a good roadman. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. The committee is recessed until Thursday. 

(Thereupon, at 4:10 p. m., the committee was adjourned to recon- 
vene Thursday, March 31, 1955, at 10 a. m. at the same place. ) 

(A statement requested from the Chief Legislative Counsel of the 
Senate is as follows :) 

Maren 17, 1955. 
Mr. Joun H. StmMMs, 
Chief Legislative Counsel, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Stmms: The Roads Subcommittee of the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee now has under consideration various legislative proposals for a Federal 
highway construction program. Among the bills under consideration is 8S. 1160, 
a copy of which is enclosed. 

In the course of the hearings now in progress, a number of legal questions 
have arisen with respect to the language contained in S. 1160. Primarily, these 
questions concern the legal aspects of the language which provides for the issu- 
ance of bonds by the proposed corporation and the pledging of tax revenues to 
provide for debt service thereon. 

At the direction of the subcommittee, I request that you provide it with a memo- 
randum on the legal questions which may arise in this connection, together with 
any recommendations you may wish to submit for modification of the language 
as contained in the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT GORE. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE LEG SLATIVE COUNSEL, 
Washington, D. C., March 28, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Roads Subcommittee, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR GORE: I have your letter of March 17, 1955, requesting that the 
Roads Subcommittee of the Public Works Committee be provided with a memo- 
randum relative to the legal questions presented by the language contained in 
S. 11€0 with respect to the issuance of bonds and the pledging of tax revenues 
to provide for debt service thereon. 

Not long after the introduction of S. 1160, Senator Byrd requested that this 
office prepare an informal memorandum advising him with respect to the legal 
problems involved in the method of financing provided in S. 1160. Mr. Harry 
Bb. Littell of this office prepared such a memorandum for Senator Byrd and I 
believe that the questions discussed in it are probably the principal questions 
which are presented by the method of financing provided for by 8S. 1160. Sena- 
tor Byrd has consented to my furnishing the subcommittee with copies of the 
memorandum which was prepared for him, 

In the event the memorandum prepared for Senator Byrd, copies of which are 
transmitted herewith, does not cover any matter upon which the subcommittee 
desires the views of this office, we shall be glad to examine the matter upon 
request of the subcommittee. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN H. Stums, Legislative Counsel. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR ByYkp 


This memorandum is submitted pursuant to your request for an eXamination 
of the problems involved in the method of tinancing provided in the bill S. 1160, 
entitled “A bill to create a Federal highway corporation for financing the con 
struction of the National System of Interstate Highways; to amend and supple 
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (30 Stat. 355), as amended 
and supplemented, and for other purposes,” introduced on February 22, 1955, by 
Senator Martin for himself, Senator Chavez and Senator Case 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY CORPORATION 


The bill, if enacted in its present form, would establish a corporation to be 
known as the Federal Highway Corporation. The usual corporate powers are 
conferred upon the Corporation. However, the Corporation has only two pri- 
mary functions—(1) receiving and borrowing funds and, (2) making available to 
the Secretary of Commerce such funds as are necessary to make payments to 
the States to carry out the highway construction program authorized by title II 
of the bill. The Board of Directors of the Corporation (which consists of three 
public members and the Secretaries of Commerce and the ‘Treasury, or their 
representatives) is also authorized to resolve divergencies of views concerning 
the interpretation or application of the policies of the bill, except divergencies 
between Federal agencies. 


PROGRAM OF FINANCING 


Under section 105 (a), the Corporation is authorized to issue obligations in a 
maximum amount of $21 billion. These obligations will have a maximum 
maturity of 30 years, will be redeemable before maturity at the option of the 
Corporation, and will bear interest at rates determined by the Corporation. 
The bill states that the obligations, and interest thereon, are not guaranteed by 
the United States and do not constitute a debt or obligation of the United States, 
or of any instrumentality of the United States other than the Corporation. 

Section 105 (b) appropriates, for the fiscal year 1957 and for each subsequent 
fiscal year in which any unmatured obligations of the Corporation are outstand- 
ing, amounts equal to the revenue in excess of $622,500,000 collected during the 
year from the taxes imposed by section 4081 (manufacturers’ excise tax on gaso- 
line) and section 4041 (retailers’ excise tax on diesel fuel and special motor 
fuels) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, “upon certification by the Board 
and the Secretary of the Treasury as necessary to finance this program.” Ad- 
vances on the estimated appropriation may be made to the Corporation by the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

In addition to the borrowing authority contained in section 105 (a), the Cor- 
peration has authority under section 105 (¢c) to issue its obligations to the 
Secretary of the Treasury to obtain funds to service the corporate debt, if the 
other revenues of the Corporation are insufficient to provide for debt service. 
Such obligations may not exceed $5 billion outstanding at any time. The See- 
retary of the Treasury is authorized to use, as a public debt transaction, the 
proceeds from the sale of securities issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act 
in order to purchase these obligations of the Corporation. 

Section 105 (d) provides that all obligations of the Corporation shall be law- 
ful investments for all trust and public funds the investment or deposit of which 
is under the authority of the United States. 

Section 105 (e) makes the limitation on the amount of investment securities 
of any obligor which may be held by national banking associations inapplicable 
to the obligations of the Corporation. 

Section 105 (f) provides that all revenues of the Corporation, including moneys 
appropriated pursuant to section 105 (b). shall be maintained as a trust fund. 


PROBLEM OF CONSTITUTION ALITY 


Clause 2 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution provides that “the Con- 
gress shall have power * * * to borrow money on the credit of the United States.” 
The bill provides that obligations issued by the Corporation will not constitute a 
debt of the United States but only of the Corporation. However, it appears 
obvious that the Corporation is an instrumentality of the Government, created 
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by the Congress, and charged with the duty of exercising governmental powers 
conferred upon the Congress, and thus the Federal Government, by the Constitu- 
tion. It appears that the obligations of the Corporation, which would be a debt 
of the Corporation, would, despite the language of the bill, constitute a debt of 
the United States Government, altheugh the bill purports to preclude pledging 
the credit of the United States for payment of the debt. Whether the obligations 
are issued by such a Corporation in the name of the Corporation or by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury in the name of the United States is not decisive of the ques- 
tion as to whether the debt evidenced by the obligations is a debt of the United 
States Government. Both the Corporation and Office of the Secretary of the 
Treasury are established by the Congress and the obligation which each issues 
or will issue are authorized by the Congress. 

Apparently it has never been decided judicially whether the Congress can 
borrow money without pledging the credit of the United States. It is possible 
that the courts would hold that any borrowing to carry out a governmental func- 
tion must be pursuant to the authority conferred by clause 2 of section 8 of 
article I of the Constitution and therefore must involve the pledging of the 
credit of the United States in one way or another and that an attempt by the 
Congress to borrow money without pledging the credit of the United States 
would be ineffective. 


STATUS OF THE CORPOR ATION’S OBLIGATIONS 


Assuming that the Congress can borrow money without pledging the credit 
of the United States and that it can be successfully maintained that the obliga- 
tions of the Corporation would not be obligations of the United States, but only 
of the Corporation, there would still be uncertainty as to the status of the obliga- 
tions. Would they have the attributes of bonds of a private corporation or 
would they still be treated as obligations of an instrumentality of the United 
States Government? This is important, for example, in connection with their 
status under the tax laws of the Federal and State Governments. If treated as 
bonds of a private corporation, the interest received by a bondholder would be 
subject to taxation by the States and the United States and the bonds them- 
selves would be subject to the property tax laws of the States. Even if treated 
as obligations of an instrumentality of the United States, there would still be a 
question whether the bonds, and interest thereon, would be exempt from State 
and local taxation since only “obligations of the United States” are so exempt 
(see sec. 3701 of the Revised Statutes, 31 U. S. Code, sec. 742). 

In determining whether the obligations of the Corporation should be treated 
as obligations of a private corporation or as obligations of an instrumentality 
of the United States, the courts would undoubtedly look to the uses to which 
such obligations may be put. It is important to note, therefore, that under sec- 
tion 105 (d), the Corporation’s obligations can be purchased as investments by 
trust funds which are under control of the United States. This would apparently 
include the Federal old-age and survivors’ insurance trust fund (established 
by the Social Security Act), the civil-service retirement fund, and similar funds. 
Heretofore, such funds have been generally restricted as to investment to obliga- 
tions of the United States and those guaranteed by the United States, although 
in the case of the civil-service retirement fund, investments are also permitted 
in Federal farm loan bonds, the status of which also appears uneertain. Section 
105 (e) accords a privilege to the obligations of the Corporation, with respect 
to purchase for investment by national banking associations, which also has 
heretofore generally been accorded only to obligations of the United States, and 
those guaranteed by the United States, and to general obligations of the States 
and political subdivisions thereof. 

Both of these provisions give strong support to the argument that, despite the 
language of section 105 (a) of the bill. the obligations of the Corporation are 
intended to be treated as obligations of an inst rumentality of the United States. 
Indeed, even without these provisions, it would seem illogical to say that a cor- 
poration established by the Congress to perform governmental functions is not 
an instrumentality of the United States. It seems even more illogical to main- 
tain that obligations of an instrumentality of the United States are only obliga- 
tions of that instrumentality but not of the United States and that the United 
States is not responsible for their payment. 

While the Congress could provide that certain obligations of an instrumentality 
would not constitute debts of the United States for purposes of other laws (such 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 71] 


as the debt ceiling law), it cannot, by merely saying so, make something which 
has all the attributes of a debt of the United States not a debt of the United 
States. 

EFFECT ON FUTURE CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 


Section 105 (b) of the bill makes a permanent appropriation of funds based 
upon receipts of taxes under sections 4081 and 4041 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954. Section 2 of the bill (the statement of objectives and policy) 
contains the following sentence: “It is hereby declared to be the policy of 
Congress to continue or to impose such taxes as may be necessary to meet this 
objective” (this “objective” is the completion in 10 years of the National System 
of Interstate Highways up to standards adequate to handle traffic needs for 20 
years). 

Although section 105 (b) does not so specifically state it appears that the 
purpose of the permanent appropriation contained therein is to provide funds 
to the Corporation to pay interest on, and retire, obligations issued by it. Several! 
questions are raised by the provisions of sections 2 and 105 (b): 

1. Prior to the time all obligations of the Corporation have been retired, can 
the Congress reduce or repeal the taxes imposed by sections 4081 and 4041 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and thus eliminate the base for computing 
the permanent appropriation? 

2. Prior to the time all obligations of the Corporation have been retired, can 
Congress reduce or repeal the permanent appropriation provided in section 
105 (b)? 

3. If the Congress reduces or repeals the taxes imposed by sections 4081 and 
1041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or reduces or repeals the permanent 
appropriation contained in section 105 (b), and does not provide other funds 
to the Corporation to enable it to retire its obligations, could a holder of an 
obligation of the Corporation bring suit against the United States to recovel 
damages he may suffer thereby? 

4. If the permanent appropriation, together with any funds realized from the 
issuance of the Corporation’s obligations to the Treasury under section 105 (c¢), 
prove insufficient to pay interest on and retire the obligations of the Corporation, 
and if the Congress does not then provide sufficient funds to pay the interest and 
retire the obligations, could a holder of an obligation bring suit against the 
United States to recover any damages he may suffer as a result of the Congress 
failure to act? 

In answering these questions, it will be assumed that the provision in the 
hill which makes the obligations of the Corporation not guaranteed by the 
United States and not a debt of the United States is not, per se, ineffective. 

QUESTIONS 1 AND 2 

It seems elementary that one Congress, or one law enacted by a Congress, 
cannot completely foreclose action by a subsequent Congress, or by a subsequent 
law of the same Congress. To so hold would be to say that once a poliey had 
been enunciated by the Congress it is not susceptible to change. This is not to 
say, however, that a subsequent Congress is always left with an unlimited realm 
of action. Rights may have accrued under a law which cannot be validly divested. 
But the power of each Congress to enact legislation for future application cannot 
be eliminated by action of a prior Congress, A change of policy by a Congress, 
éffected by amending or repealing previously enacted laws, may give rise to 
causes of action by persons whose vested rights are thereby adversely affected, 
but unless the policy change is invalid in all aspects, the power of the Congress 
to make the change is not detsroved by previous enactments. For example, the 
next Congress could reduce the amount of indebtedness which the Corporation 
is authorized to incur, or could provide a different method of financing with 
respect to obligations subsequently issued by the Corporation. 

It should be noted that the bill does not appropriate the moneys in excess of 
$622,500,000 collected under section 4081 and 4041 of the 1954 code, but an amount 
equal to the moneys collected in excess of such amount. While the obvious pur- 
pose is to earmark these revenue collections, the bill does not attempt to pre- 
scribe the tax rates under these sections of the 1954 code nor to foreclose a 
change in the rates. 

The statement in section 2 of the bill can be taken as no more than a state- 
ment of policy by the present Congress, in fact, only of the present Congress at 
the time this bill is enacted. Each Congress has power to make changes in 
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the tax laws which it deems desirable. Likewise, each Congress has power to 
appropriate such moneys as it deems desirable to provide for the operation of 
the Government and to satisfy the debts of the United States. Whether the 
exercise of these powers might result in liability being incurred by the United 
States will be discussed in the answers to questions 3 and 4. 

The answers to the first two questions are in the affirmative. Each Congress 
has power to repeal or reduce, at any time, the taxes imposed by sections 4081 and 
4041 of the Internal Revenue Code and to reduce or repeal, at any time, the per- 
manent appropriation made by section 105 (b) of the bill. For the same rea- 
sons, the Congress could not be compelled to increase the amount of the per- 
manent appropriation should it prove insufficient to meet the debt service require- 
ments of the Corporation. 


QUESTIONS 3 AND 4 


The answers to questions 3 and 4 depend, to a large extent, upon the status 
of the obligations of the Corporation. If they are no more than obligations of 
a private corporation, the United States would incur no responsibility for them. 
However, as we indicated before, it appears obvious that the Corporation is 
an instrumentality of the United States and the obligations are obligations of 
an instrumentality of the United States. ‘ 

If a default should occur in the payment of the interest on, or in the retire- 
ment at maturity of, an obligation of the Corporation, the holder could of course 
sue the Corporation since the bill specifically makes the Corporation subject 
to suit. But the Corporation would presumably have no assets other than per- 
haps some unissued bonds and some moneys in the trust fund held by it. The 
issuance of any unissued bonds would be subject to the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury under the limitation contained in the bill, and, if there had 
been a default, would be of questionable value anyway. Any default would 
also presume that there were insufficient moneys in the Corporation’s trust 
fund. So while suit would lie against the Corporation, judgment thereby obtained 
might be without any means of execution. In other words, the Corporation might 
be “judgment proof.” Could the injured party then bring suit against the United 
States? 

There are at least two theories under which suit might be sustained against 
the United States. First, it might be argued, and so held by the courts, that the 
obligations of the Corporation are in fact obligations of the United States and 
thus constitute a debt of the United States created by contract for which the 
United States is liable. Since judgments against the United States can be 
Satisfied only out of funds appropriated by the Congress, it would be within the 
power of the Congress to refuse to appropriate moneys for such purpose. How- 
ever, the Congress has rarely refused to appropriate funds to satisfy judgments 
against the United States. 

Second, it might be argued, and so held by the courts, that, even if the Congress 
cannot be compelled to provide funds to enable the Corporation to meet its obli- 
gations, still any action by the Congress in repealing or reducing the taxes 
imposed by sections 4081 and 4041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or in 
reducing or repealing the permanent appropriation is the cause of the Corpora- 
tion’s breaching its contract with the holder of the Corporation’s obligation, and 
that for causing this breach the United States is liable in the amount of damages 
suffered by such holder. While this theory may seem a little farfetched, it 
should be remembered that the Supreme Court held in Perry v. United States 
( (1985) 294 U.S. 330) (one of the “gold clause cases”) that the joint resolution 
of the Congress which required all obligations of the United States to be paid 
in legal currency was invalid when applied to obligations, previously issued, 
which called for payment in gold. Only the fact that the plaintiff in the case 
could not prove any damages (because Congress had validly restricted all trans- 
actions in gold except under license) prevented recovery against the United 
States. So it could be held that any action by the Congress which prevents 
fulfillment by an instrumentality of the United States of its obligations gives 
rise to a cause of action against the United States on which a recovery may be 
had if the amount of damages suffered can be proved. 

No definite answers can be supplied for questions 3 and 4, although it has been 
shown that there are at least 2 theories to sustain suit against the United States 
in the situation described in question 3 and at least 1 theory to sustain snit in 
the situation described in question 4. 
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In addition, as we pointed out before, the courts could hold that the obligations 
of the Corporation are issued pursuant to exercise of the constitutional power “to 
borrow money on the credit of the United States,” are therefore in fact obligations 
of the United States, and that suit could be maintained against the United States 
on the obligations themselves without resorting to either theory outlined above 


SUMMARY 


1. Section 105 (a) of S. 1160 purports to authorize the issuance of obligations 
by a Federal Highway Corporation, which would not be guaranteed by the United 
States and not be obligations of the United States but only of the Corporation. 
Section 105 (b) appropriates to the Corporation, to enable it to service its ob! 
gations, and amount equal to the excess over $622,500,000 of revenues collected 
under sections 4081 and 4041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 

2. Notwithstanding the language of section 105 (a), it appears that the obliga- 
tions of the Corporation would constitute obligations of an instrumentaliy of the 
United States charged with the performance of governmental functions, and 
thus would constitute obligations of the United States. They would also const 
tute a debt of the United States in the true sense, although perhaps not for pur- 
poses of those laws defining and limiting the public debt of the United States 

3. The provisions of the bill (including the statement of policy in sec. 2) would 
not prevent a future Congress from repealing or reducing the taxes imposed by 
sections 4081 and 4041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or from repealing 
or reducing the permanent appropriation contained in section 105 (b) of the 
bill, but the United States might incur liability because of any such action. 

4. In case the Corporation defaults upon payment of the interest on, or prin 
cipal of, its obligations, suit might be maintained against the United States by a 
holder of an obligation and recovery made of any damages suffered by reason of 
the default. Such a suit could be based upon a breach of a contract by an instru- 
mentality of the United States. If the default occurs because of action of the 
Congress described in paragraph 3 above, suit might also be maintained on the 
theory that the United States caused the default of its instrumentality. In 
addition, if the courts hold that the obligations are in fact obligations of the 
United States, suit could be maintained on the obligations themselves 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 1955 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Puptiic Roaps, 
Washinaton, D. Cc. 

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a. m., in rom 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Neuberger, Martin, Case, and Bush. 

Also present: Representative J. Harry McGregor. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is pleased to have the American Road Builders’ 
\ssociation appear before it today. There are six representatives of 
the association, and I suppose that you will choose your own order, 
or shall I follow the order listed on the sheet ? 

Lam informed that they are listed on the sheet in the order in which 
they wish to appear. 

The committee then will first hear Mr. Robertson. 


STATEMENT OF J. N. ROBERTSON, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN ROAD 
BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION, ON BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rosertson. Mr. Chairman, your committee has heard in the 
course of these hearings a series of able statements citing the serious 
deficiencies that exist in the roads of this country. 

You have received expert testimony that our future national econ 
omy may be imperiled if we do not move now on a 10-year program 
to provide safe and efficient highway transportation. You have been 
informed of the urgent need of a modern system of roads and streets 
to serve our military and civil defense. 

The American Road Builders’ Association subscribes heartily to 
these general views. 

The question before your committee is to determine a feasible 
formula to help build the roads that we all agree are so vitally nec 
essary to the Nation. The matter of Federal responsibility in assist 
ing the States and communities in financing the construction of 
highways was settled about 40 years ago. 

No Congress nor President has since declined to accept as constitu- 
tional and proper some participation in the building of certain spe- 
cially designated highways. 

Our association has always agreed with that fundamental concept. 
Because Government at all levels has been unable to arrange adequate 


715 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


financing programs to met highway needs, we now have a situation 
in which, despite substantial outlays of public funds, our highways, 
as a Whole, continue to deteriorate. 

We are now at a point where we are faced with the proposition of 
laying out a tremendous amount of funds in a desperate effort to try 
to catch up with highway needs. 

The President of the United States has voiced, with great realism, 
the emergency nature of our highway problem. 

He has appealed, from the standpoint of the Nation’s welfare, for a 
10-year program to rehabilitate and modernize all our streets and 
roads, including a nationwide net of intercity expressways, farm-to- 
market, and sec ‘ondar y roads, and the other v ital links in our r highw ay 
plant. 

Your committee is well aware that highway accidents are a scourge 
that not only kills and maims, but costs the Nation $4 billion a year 
in economic loss. How to measure what modern highways would 
mean to us in the saving of lives and manpower, or even in dollars, 
is most difficult, but we know it would be substantial. 

The proven safety of limited- and controlled-access roads which 
conform to the best in modern design, is one compelling argument, 
both from human and economic standpoints, for the provision of such 
highways. 

The aid that modern designed streets and expressways give to more 
eflicient movement of traflic is, of course, obvious to ever ybody. 

Your committee may wish to take into consideration the additional 
fact that our highways now represent a virtual assembly line for 
defense plants and other manufactur ing centers. 

The day-to-day expeditious mov ement of essential materials, is, to 
a high degree, dependent on roads. It is a sound reason why they 
should be brought up to top efficiency. 

The American Road Builders are glad to come back before your 
committee and restate our conviction ‘that a 10- year expanded high- 
way program is essential. 

Our association’s position has been and continues to be that the 
Federal Government’s assistance should be directed toward a well- 
balanced highway program. We recognize the primary importance 
of the Interstate System as a Federal responsibi’ity. 

The urgency for improving many thousands of miles of other pri- 
mary, secondary, and urban roads, however, should not be dismissed 
in any expanded national program. 

Our association strongly favors, as it has in the past, the conduct 
of any future program ¢ along the lines of the tested and proven formula 
of Federal-State cooper ative action with matching funds insofar as 
it is practicable. 

But because of the magnitude of the job, from the standpoint of 
dollars, in meeting our highway needs it is our belief that credit 
financing seems worthy of consideration. 

The American Road Builders’ Association recommends to your 
committee continuation in principle and expansion in funds of the 
present Federal-aid highway program. 

According to the report on Needs of the Highway Systems, recently 
completed by the Bureau of Public Roads, pursuant to section 13 of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, it is indicated that to correct 
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deficiencies on all of the Nation’s highways in 10 years and put them 
into shape for an additional 10 years, would cost approximately $101 
billion. Of this total, the needs of Federal-aid roads, alone, accounts 
for $68 billion. 

These enormous needs of $68 billion contrast sharply with the lim- 
ited program now under way. 

For example, on the interstate network, it is estimated that 325 bil 
lion would be needed to bring that single system up to desired stand 
ards within 10 years. 

The interstate program, as now specifically provided in the 1954 
act, if projected over a period of 10 years, would only amount to $2.9 
billion, including State funds. This would leave a deticiency of over 
$20 billion. 

As for the other Federal-aid systems—primary, secondary, and 
urban—at present, an annual program of $1.4 billion, or at the rate 
of $14 billion in 10 years, is established. This includes Federal and 
State funds on a 50-50 matching basis. 

At this rate, at the end of 10 years, these three systems will be woe- 
fully deficient—in fact, to the extent of at least $31 billion. 

The American Road Builders have emphasized in the past before 
your committee the desirability of eliminating all deficiencies on all 
of the Federal-aid systems in a 10-year period. 

While we fully realize that this would involve a huge outlay of the 
Feder al funds, we still feel that it must be regarded as the ultimate 

al not only highly desirable but necessary. 

Saw far the Federal Government may be able to go, within the 
bounds of practicality, in discharging its responsibility in this im 
mense program lies in the wisdom of this committee and the C ongress. 
However, we again underscore the basic need for a well-balanced pro- 
gram in the interests of our entire economy, defense, and general wel- 
fare. 

Our association recognizes the values inherent in the early comple- 
tion of the Interstate System and strongly suggests that the work go 
forward with a reasonably proportionate provision for increased im- 
provement of the other Federal-aid systems. 

One of the most encouraging developments in recent months has 
been the determined and almost united action of the Governors in sup- 
porting increased highway participation by the Federal Government. 

Our members, representing counties and cities, have indicated that 
officials at those levels also are ready to cooperate in an expanded 
Federal program. These are developments which reflect America’s 
growing acceptance of highway needs and of the Federal Govern- 
ment’s basic responsibility. 

The American Road Builders’ Association views this stimulated 
interest and increased display of unity with gratification. We hope 
it will lead to a definite program of action. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with the indulgence of the committee, I should 
like to proceed with a brief discussion of the ability of the highway 
construction industry to meet the requirements of a $101 billion pro- 
gram in 10 years. 

In terms of construction machinery, materials, and manpower, the 
quantities involved stagger the imagination. Nevetheless, a detailed 
and painstaking sutdy leads us to the firm conclusion that the high- 
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way construction industry and engineering profession are fully capa- 
ble of undertaking a program of the proportions contemplated. 

Based upon a most thorough evaluation of the factors involved, we 
are confident that the program can be accomplished with economy 
and dispatch. 

The highway construction industry is ready, willing, and able to 
meet the stepped-up demands of an expanded program. It is our 
position that all the industrial requirements of this tremendous un- 
dertaking can be met within the bounds of normal operations, 

The volume of the job at hand has been well defined to this com- 
mittee by preceding witnesses. As has been pointed out, the total 
program, as established by State and Federal authorities, approxi- 
mates $101 billion spread over a 10-year period. 

For purposes of comparison and evaluation, the American Road 
Builders’ Association has adopted the following schedule of progress 
as being reasonable for the construction of the proposed program: 

For the first year of the program we would recommend a total of 
$6 billion; the second year, $8 billion; and the third year, $10 billion. 
From the fourth year to the 10th year, $11 billion, making a total of 
$101 billion. 

Thus, it may be seen that the maximum annual volume of construc- 
tion is unlikely to exceed $11 billion. In comparison it should be noted 
that 1954 construction activities consisted of about $500 million of 
Federal aid and about $3 billion of State and local funds, including toll 
roads, slightly exceeding a total of $3.5 billion for all new construc- 
tion. 

Therefore, in an $11 billion year under a new expanded program, 
which would involve approximately, if paid in new construction, about 
11% times the road building we did last year, we would be doing about 
214 times the highway construction that we did last year. In addition 
to this amount for new construction in 1954, annual maintenance ap- 
proximated $2 billion, and this may be accepted as a continuing aver- 
age expenditure. 

Under current practices, it is found that annual highway programs 
can overlap in volume by as much as 20 percent. For example, an 
annual program of $9 billion could overlap and build up in 1 year 
toa volume of $10.8 billion. 

In any event, the current studies point out the bottlenecks and the 
remedial actions to be taken under the assumed stepped-up 10-year pro- 
gram, the peak volume of which—$11 billion—is believed to be as 
severe as anything reasonably to be expected. 

To carry out the work of industry evaluation, the American Road 
Builders’ Association organized four task forces comprised of members 
of broad experience. 

These men, industrial leaders and outstanding highway engineers 
in both public and private enterprise, worked diligently in seeking a 
true and unbiased answer to the important problems of engineering 
and industry capacity. 

Their studies covered the following general subjects: (1) Planning 
and design; (2) materials and supplies; (3) construction; (4) ma- 
chinery and equipment. 

The thoroughness of the studies and findings of the American Road 
Builders’ Association is largely attributable to the outstanding coop- 
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eration of the United States Bureau of Public Roads, which furnished 
much of the basic data and rendered valuable engineering assistance in 
arriving at a quantitative analysis of the problem at hand. 

And now, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, | would like to 
present the chairmen of our four t: ask forces, who will discuss as briefly 
as possible their findings and conclusions as to the ability and state of 
readiness of the highway industry and profession to efficiently and 
economically meet the material and m: inpower requirements of a $101 
billion highway construction program to be prosecuted within a period 
of 10 years. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Robertson. I think the record 
should show, before you introduce the other gentlemen, that you are 
president of the American Road Builders’ Association, but also your 
private identification, your business experience. 

This is a very comprehensive statement. Could you give us just a 
brief survey of youre xper lence. 

Mr. Roserrson. Mr. Chairman, I am now Director of the Depart- 
ment of Highways of the District of Columbia government sight here 
in Washington. I started there in 1917 right out of school as a chain- 
man and with the assistance of night school I climbed the ladder until 
I became Director of Highways in 1948. 

Senator Gore. Highw: ays the n are your specialty. 

Mr. Rogerrson. Yes, sir; highways are my life, sir. 

Senator Gorr. As you introduce the succeeding gentlemen will you 
identify them. 

Mr. Roperrson. Yes, sir: I would be glad to. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Marrin. I had better ask some of these other men some of 
these questions, but I do have some questions that I want to ask some- 
place along the line. 

Mr. Robertson, have you ever had any anperie nce in the road-build- 
ing business outside of your public work? Have you ever been a con-. 
tractor ¢ 

Mr. Rosertson. No, sir; I have never been a contractor. My total 
experience has been with the District government. These other gentle- 
men have a world of experience all over the United States, and the 
world for that matter. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there wasa brief discussion off the record.) 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. When would it be appropriate to ask Mr. Robertson 
some questions based upon his own statement ? 

Senator Gore. Roughly, I had in mind after these gentlemen had 
concluded, but it is entirely according to your wis shes, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. The questions I had in mind go to his own statement 
rather than the other witnesses. 

Senator Gore. I think they would be appropriate at this time in 
that case 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I notice in Mr. Robertson’s statement 
at page 3, he states, “Because of the magnitude of the job, from the 
standpoint of dollars, in meeting our highway needs it is our belief 
that credit financing seems worthy of consideration. 
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Does that reflect your position as President of the American Road 
Builders’ Association or as Director of the Division of Highways for 
the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Ronertson. I am speaking as president of the American Road 
Builders this morning, Senator Case, and ever ything I say is as presi- 
dent of the American Road Builders. 

Senator Casr. That was not a suggestion then that the District of 
Columbia finance these bridges or some of the other improvements in 
the District of Columbia by credit financing, was it ? 

Mr. Roserrson. Senator Case, that is a loaded question, but I will 
try to answer it. We need bridges. 

Senator Case. I do not mean it to be a loaded question, but when 
everybody is for roads, if we had the dollars we could build the roads 
and do it right now. You cannot separate the two, when you are 
talking about expanding a road-building program from a level of $3 
billion, or whatever it is, a year up to $5, $6, and $11 billion, you have 
to look for the dollars, and you recognize that in your statement. 

Mr. Ropertson. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator Case. Part of our problem is the District of Columbia and 
bridges and bypass routes, circumferential routes and so forth. I do 
not mean it to be loaded, and I am asking you to face the practical 
problem with us. 

Mr. Roserrson. I would like to answer it this way: You know in 
our public-works bill passed by Congress last year, Congress gave the 
Commissioners the power to borrow $50 million. 

We also named authority at that time to raise the gasoline tax 
from 5 to 6 cents. With the $50 million which would be paid back 
to the United States Treasury in 30 years, we will be able to carry 
out the public-works program; that is, with the 6-cent gasoline tax 
and the $50 million borrowed from the Treasury at the going rate of 
interest. 

I tried to suggest to the Commissioners that we get that money 
without any interest, but the Congress didn’t feel we should. That 
will build one bridge, Senator Case. One bridge is included in that 
public-works program. That is the bridge that is in the vicinity of 
Constitution aa 

Senator Martin. Excuse me. That is the new bridge that we have 
been contemplating; is it not? 

Mr. Ropertson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. But that will not cost $50 million, will it ? 

Mr. Rosertson. No, that will cost $24,500,000, the bridge and the 
approaches. The $50 million was to assist in all of the public works. 

Senator Martin. Does that include rights-of-way and all the other 
expenses incidental to it? Will the total cost be $2414 million—that 
is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. Rosertson. That is for the bridge and the approaches. For 
the bridge to operate at full cz ap pacity, the approaches go back on each 
side probably farther than we do in most approaches, but an approach 
can be an inch or a mile or 10 miles. 

Senator Case. The District is borrowing $50 million from whom ? 

Mr. Rosertrson. From the United States Treasury at the going rate 
of interest. I believe it isa little over 3 percent now. 

Senator Case. That would be somewhat different from the pro- 
posal to borrow money by general financing at a rate of interest some- 
what above the going rate of interest for Government bonds then ? 
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Mr. Rozerrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you think that because of the Federal responsi 
bility, which you mention in connection with the Interstate System, 
that we should be able, so to speak, to borrow funds from the Federal 
‘Treasury at the going rate of interest rather than a special bond issue 

Mr. Ronerrsos. lam nota financier. 1 would find it rather diffu ult 
to answer that, si 

Senator Case. ‘Tf you do not want to answer the question, but it 
does point up the practical problem this committee has. You say it 
is within the wisdom of the committee and Congress, but we have to 
answer that question, whether or not we are going to rps a special 
bond issue at whatever rate of interest it takes to sell it, whether we 
borrow from the Treasury, so to speak, by appropriations, or whethe1 
we favor a new method of financing. 

Has the District given any consideration to financing its special 
bridge needs by tolls? 

Mr. Rosertson. We are making a study right now, Senator Case, 
of tolls. We have a consultant who has turned in one preliminary 
report and has recommended tolls be put on all bridges. 

His preliminary report recommended tolls be put on all bridges 
coming into the District from the Jones Point Bridge, which has not 
been built, to the Cabin John Br idge. 

Senator Martin. Name those bridges. 

Mr. Roserrson. Jones Point Bridge, which has not been built. That 
is below Alexandria. 

Senator Martin. That would be opposite Alexandria 

Mr. Rorertrson. Yes, sir. Next will be the highway bridges at 14th 
Street ; the Memorial Bridge; the Key Bridge; the Chain Bridge; and 
a bridge to be built at Cabin John. 

His recommendation was that after we built those bridges, we 
should put tolls on all bridges. 

Senator Martin. May I ask a question there, if you do not care, 
Senator Case? Do you have an engineer’s report that it is feasi ib e 
| think that isthe word the engineers use. 

Mr. Ronerrson. Yes, sir; feasible. 

Senator Marri. Is it feasible to put tolls on those bridges; I 
mean would they be self-liquidating? Did the engineers report 
affirmatively that they would be self- liquidating ¢ 

Mr. Rorertrson. I believe the »y will be, Senator M: urtin : yes. I have 
not gotten his full report in, and I am telling you this, which is what 
he gave us about a week ago. 

Senator Martin. That is fine. 

Mr. Roperrson. But my own personal opinion is we should not 
charge the visitors or the people from your State or Senator Case’s 
State who come into the Nation’s Capital. 

[ am not speaking for the Commissioners or the American Road 
Builders’ Association, but it is my own personal opinion that nobody 
should have to pay to come into the Nation’s Capital. 

Senator Martin. I wonder if the same thine would hold true in 
Pennsylvania. I think the first toll bridge in our Nation was the 
Delaware River Bridge at Philadelphia. 

Would the same hold true to people who want to come in to see 
Independence Hall? 
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Mr. Roserrson. I do not believe that is the same thing. — have 
: lot of interesting things in Philadelphia, but I think the Nation’s 

Capital isa little different. 

Senator Martin. There in Philadelphia is where it started. 

Mr. Roserrson. We are just a little bit different here in Washington. 
Senator Casr. Mr. Robertson, would it be possible to have a com- 
bination? Would it be possible to have one free bridge and have the 
others tolls so that anyone who wanted to come in without paying 

could do so? 

Mr. Rorerrson. Senator Case, I believe if we have to have toll 
bridges, we should have a free bridge beside every toll bridge. 

Senator Case. How would you answer the question of financing 
these bridges? 

Mr. Ropsertson. I am in a little different position than the rest of 
these gentlemen. 

Senator Marrry. I think you are in a better position to answer 
that than we are. You do not have to be elected. 

Senator Case. But it is a very practical problem, the nub of this 
whole problem. If somebody would say, “Here are the dollars to do 
it,” we could just pass the program and in a hurry, but we do have 
the practical problem, it does occur to me, that if you had one bridge, 
let’s say the Memorial Bridge and anybody could come in free and 
not have to pay, and if you had this other bridge along there, and he 
got down to Jones Point and say to himself, ‘ ‘T am not going to stop 
in Washington today; I would rather pay a dime or a quarter, and 
stay out of that city traffic.’ 

There are some cities that have both toll and free bridges. 

Mr. Rorerrson. I agree that the Jones- Point and Cabin John 
Bridges are outside the city, and they do bypass the city. They do not 
come directly into the city. 

Senator Case. Do you think it would be important from the stand- 
point of traflic in the Nation’s ( ‘apital to have those bridges so that 
the heavy trucks, let us say, operating between Baltimore and Rich- 
mond, could bypass the city instead of coming through Maryland 
Avenue? 

Mr. Rorertrson. Absolutely. That is one of the things we want 
the Jones Point Bridge for, the bypassing of Alexandria and Wash- 
ington. 

Senator Casr. Do you regard as a necessary or integral part of the 
Interstate System the so-called urban connections, including the lateral 
and feeder routes and circumferential routes ? 

Mr. Roperrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. And that they ought to be incorporated in our 
planning for an Interstate System ? 

Mr. Rosertson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. That is all for now. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Roperrson. Our next witness is Mr. H. G. Sours, a consulting 
engineer from Columbus, Ohio, who was chairman of Task Force No. 
1,0n which I had the privilege and pleasure of serving. 

Mr, Sours. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Sours, the committee is pleased to have you here. 
Without objection, your statement will be filed in the record, and the 
committee will be pleased to hear your summary thereof. 
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(The above-mentioned document ts as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 
PRESENTED BY HAL G. Sours 


An evaluaion of the ability and readiness of the engineering profession and 
the highway industry to plan, design and execute a program to eliminate the 
S101 billion deticiencies in the Nation’s highways in a period of 10 years pre 
pared by the American Road Builders’ Association, Washington, D. ©.) 


REPORT OF TASK FORCE NO. 1 PLANNING AND DESIGN 


Hal G. Sours, chairman, consulting engineer, Columbus, Ohio 


J.N. Robertson, director, Department of Highways, Washington I). | 

Ben H. Petty, professor of highway engineering, Purdue University, Lafay 
ette, Ind. 

Warren A. Coolidge, director of public works, Nashville, Tenn. 

Otto S. Hess, engineer-manager, Kent County Road Commission, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 

Capt. Charles M. Noble, chief engineer, New Jersey Turnpike Authority, New 
Brunswick, N. J. 

Rex M. Whitton, chief engineer, Missouri State Highway Department, Jeffer 
son City, Mo. 

INTRODUCTION 


In pursuance of a resolution adopted by the ARBA board of directors on 


September 14 as supplemented by instructions from ARDBA | juarters, Ta 
Force No. 1 is charged with the responsibility of investigating and reporting upon 
the ability and readiness of the engineering profession te plan and design a 10 


year $101 billion highway-construction program and to evaluate problems perti 
nent thereto. 

The investigations are based on the current 1954 annual highway construct 
program of $4 billion being increased to $6 billion during the first year of a 10 
year program; to SS billion in the second year; to $10 billion in the third vea 
and to $11 billion in the fourth and each of 6 successive vears until the $101 
billion highway deficiencies on the Nation’s highways are eliminated 

The $101 billion highway deficiencies reflect the following requirements: (1) 
Placing the National System of Interstate Highways in condition by the end of 
1964 when all mileage then in service shall be structurally adequate and wi 
geometric design standards for 1974 traffic conditions, and (2) placing all other 
systems of highways in a structurally and functionally adequate condition for 
1964 traffic. 


The deficiencies may be classified into three brond categories : 


i meet 





Percent of total 

deficiencies 
Urban expressways and local city streets__ 
Primary rural roads eae ce cee 
Secondary and other local rural roads__ 


nN a rt ae Ce 100 


The first 2 classes of highways cover 17 percent of the Nation’s mileage and 
carry 75 percent of the traffic. The secondary and other local rural roads cover 
883 percent of the Nation’s mileage and carry 25 percent of the traffic. There is 
a large mileage in the latter category requiring improvements at an average of 
about $10,000 per mile and which does not generally involve major engineering 
problems. Many miles of the local road improvements can be accomplished on 
the basis of streamlined aerial photogrammetric surveys and abbreviated plans. 

The major engineering problems relate to urban expressways, local city streets, 
and primary rural roads on which 69 percent of the highway defiiencies exist 
After deducting the cost of rights-of-way, which includes land acquisition, clear 
ance and demolition costs, the remaining cost of correcting the deficiencies on the 
primary, rural and urban highways and the local city streets is found to be about 
S60 billion. It is with this expenditure, a rate of about $6 billion a year, that 
major engineering problems may be associated. For comparative purposes—the 
$6 billion rate is about 140 percent more than the $2.5 billion construction rate 
in 1954, from which a deduction of right-of-way and local rural road construction 
costs has also been made. 
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In 1920, there were 9 million registered vehicles in the United States; today 
there are 5S million vehicles registered and annual travel is over 500 billion 
vehicle-miles. It is estimated by competent authorities that 20 years from now 
we will have at least SO million motor vehicles. Since 1946, traffic has increased 
at the average rate of 30 billion vehicle miles each year. This continuous in- 
crease in traffic volume discloses the need for planning and designing not only 
for the present—but for the future. 

Factors bearing upon the engineering problem are— 

Backlog of plans 
Lead time requirements 
Availability of engineers 
(a) Professional engineers 
(b) Subprofessional employees 
System location 
Access limitation 
Right-of-way width and control 
Structures including grade separations 
Pavement loading design and vehicle characteristics 


BACKLOG OF PLANS 


In 1954 the State and Territorial highway departments had construction plans 
fully or partially completed for almost $6 billion worth of highway construction. 
In addition, the toll highway authorities have projects totaling nearly $10 billion 
under construction and in the development stage, practically all of which is being 
engineered by consulting firms. This work may be classified as follows: 


| 
Estimated 
: ‘ cost of 
tatus | States ; ; 
ae sates projects in 
} millions 
1. Toll roads under construction | Connecticut, Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, | $3, 203 


Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, West Vir- 
ginia 


2. Toll roads authorized and ready to | Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Lli- 3, 797 
begin construction | nois, Indiana, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, New 
Jersey, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsy]- 
vania, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia, West 
Virginia 
3. Toll roads under preliminary plan- | Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Towa, Kentucky, 2, 756 
ning stage Louisiana, Massachusetts, Missouri, New 
York, Ohio, Tennessee, Wisconsin 
Total... : annsthetemm 9, 756 


Also, the cities and counties which normally provide for a program of about 
$1 billion in road and street construction in a year have at least a year’s plans 
on the shelf. This and other work, such as highway widening and resurfacing, 
for which little or no planning is necessary, could be promptly placed under 
construction. The value of highway work for which plans are wholly or par- 
tially complete is, therefore, over $16 billion. 


LEAD-TIME REQUIREMENTS 


The lead time in the development of main traffic expressways is extensive. 
One report discloses an estimated 54 months’ elapsed time required for the 
planning, authorization, design, and construction of a $180 million, 298-mile toll 
road. This included 13 months for a traffic feasibility survey, and concurrently 
a 12-month period for alternate field surveys and cost estimates to determine the 
most economical location. To study the field reports, to prepare a prospectus 
for the sale of bonds and obtain the financing, and to actually design and con- 
struct the toll road, will require an additional 41 months. Assuming 2 years 
for actual construction, the lead time requirement is about 30 months. Another 
report indicates that a total of 42 months was required to plan, design and 
construct a toll road. This report indicates a considerably lower lead time, 
18 months. 

Current practices on Federal-aid projects also disclose that an average of 
21 months’ lead time elapses from the date funds are authorized to where mate- 
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rials and equipment can be actually utilized on a job site. On the average, 
17 months are needed for programing and development of plans, 2 months for 
advertising and award of contracts, and another 2 months for the contractor to 
establish himself on the job site. 

In consideration of these lead time requirements—18 to 30 months, it Seems 
highly desirable that the development of an additional backlog of plans, par 
ticularly the plans for the National Interstate System, be initiated without delay 
In brief, advance planning on a large scale should be initiated now It is also 
desirable that an effort be made to reduce present lead-time requirements 


AVAILABILITY OF ENGINEERS 


One of the major problems in expanding the highway program is the supply 
of engineering personnel. This problem, however, is not insurmountable and 
will be considered in two categories: (1) Professional engineers; and (2) Sub 
professional employees. 

(1) Professional engineers 

Investigations show that State highway departments use in the planning, 
design, and supervision of highway construction, from 38 to 18 professional en 
gineers per million dollars of construction work and that the average is about § 
This is a wide range and in the absence of a detail analysis of the varying 
conditions, it would seem that in some States, substantial increases in engineer 
ing productivity could be accomplished by present personnel 

Using an average of 8, the $4 billion current construction program requires 
some 32,000 professional engineers. However, if the engineering manpower 
requirement could be reduced to an average of 4 engineers per million dollars, 
double the workload, $8 billion per year, could be accomplished. About one 
fourth of the State highway departments indicate that they can operate at or 
below this figure when the program level reaches $10 billion per year. Through 
close supervision and organizational streamlining, such a reduction in profes 
sional engineer requirements should not be too difficult. 

In many organizations, including highway departments, professional engineers 
With several years’ experience are holding what are ordinarily considered as 
subprofessional positions. This is a wastage of talent and employees falling in 
this category should be moved up to professional positions and charged with 
greater responsibilities. Also, in a program of the size now contemplated, much 
greater use could be made of standard plans and specifications and the plans 
could be simplified by reducing the amount of detail. This would decrease the 
engineering effort and affect further savings in the engineering personnel 

It is probable that additional engineering capacity will become available from 
other fields in which the construction rate is declining. In this connection it is 
currently estimated that the industrial, railroad, and conservation and develop 
ment construction rate will be $765 million lower in 1955 than in 1954. Since 
these classes of construction normally require a larger amount of engineering 
per dollar than highways, the decline should provide additional engineering 
capacity for at least $1 billion of highway construction. 

Greater use of county and municipal engineering staffs in handling engineering 
work on county roads and city streets is another potential source of capacity. 

The colleges and universities could supply a considerable number of graduate 
engineers if the future in highways be made sufficiently attractive. Of the 
engineer graduates available to industry in 1954, estimated to be 20,000 in 
number—about 20 percent were civil engineers. It is, therefore, estimated that 
4,000 civil engineers became available for employment in 1954. 

If half of these civil engineers—1,000 for expansion and 1,000 for the replace- 
ment of retiring employees—could be brought into highway engineering and given 
opportunity to obtain practical experience, the annual highway engineering ca- 
pacity could be substantially increased provided, of course, the 1954 availability 
rate continues. 

To attract as many as 50 percent of the civil engineering graduates into the 
highway engineering field would be a real task in itself and could only be ac- 
complished by— 

(a) The establishment of highway engineering salaries in all grades in line 
With salaries in competitive fields of private industry. A young engineer’s choice 
of employment depends as much on what salary he can expect throughout his 
years of continuous service as it does on the starting salary. 
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(b) Providing for reasonably adequate job security, retirement benefits and 
promotion possibilities. 

(c) Assurance of an opportunity to obtain experience necessary for full pro- 
fessional responsibility and full recognition of that professional status. 

The 10-year program now under consideration includes many large time-con- 
suming projects involving complicated features of design. Competent and ex- 
perienced consultants are available for this class of engineering work and could 
be used to augment public agency forces in the preparation of plans for such 
projects. As a standby source of capacity, our consulting firms are capable of 
filling any gaps in the planning and design of the expanded program. 

The Bureau of Public Roads, with little if any increase in personnel, is fully 
capable of coordinating, directing and supervising the Federal interests in the 
proposed program. 

In summation and after a careful analysis of the situation, it seems clear that 
a sufficient amount of competent engineering capacity can be made available 
for the planning, designing and supervising of a greatly expanded program of 
highway construction. 

(2) Subprofessional employees. 


It is in the subprofessional group that the major expansion of engineering per- 
sonnel will be necessary. At the present time, 3 or 4 subprofessional employees 
are being used for each professional employee. The need for subprofessional 
personnel will be increased by any movement of qualified professional employees 
now occupying subprofessional positions into the professional classification. It 
is estimated that the current $4 billion highway construction program is using 
approximately 90,000 subprofessional employees. The program under consider- 
ation would, of course, require a large number of additional subprofessional 
employees and every effort should be made to minimize the requirements, Full 
use of modern survey methods and standardization of plans are prerequisites to 
economy in personnel. For example— 

(a) Location and cross-section surveys which are, in some cases, still being 
performed by ground crews can and should be performed more extensively by 
aerial photogrammetry. This would affect a considerable reduction in subpro- 
fessional requirements. 

(b) Much of the highway construction will be of the limited-access type through 
rural areas. On such work, the overhead structures for intersecting roads are 
to a large extent standard and standard plans can be used for many structures, 
Standard plans and standard prefabricated bridges can also be utilized on the 
many small stream crossings. 

(c) Contracts on much of the program will probably be considerably larger 
than the average contract is today. This will reduce the engineering detail and 
the subprofessional work required per dollar on this type of construction. The 
number of small contracts, which comprise a large part of today’s work and 
provide a field in which the small contractor can obtain a start in highway work, 
will not of course be reduced. Rather they will increase but probably not in 
proportion to total increase in construction volume, 

As in the case of professional employees, it should be possible to obtain the 
subprofessional employees necessary for at least a billion dollars of highway 
construction from other fields in which the construction rate is declining. The 
present corps of subprofessional employees would, however, have to be greatly 
increased to meet requirements of the expanded program. This would eall for 
the recruitment and training of capable applicants. To be successful it will be 
necessary to— 

(a) Equalize wage scales with competing industry. 

(b) Provide both theoretical and practical on-the-job training in drafting and 
surveying, 

(c) Establish in some manner a group of subprofessional positions equal in 
remunerative value to the lower professional positions but separate from the 
lower professional positions into which the subprofessional can expect to be 
promoted. 

Summarizing the situation, there is a definite shortage of subprofessional per- 
sonnel to carry out the planning and design load imposed by the proposed pro- 
gram. Through the extensive use of aerial photogrammetry and standard plans 
and specifications, by transfers from other construction fields and by the train- 
ing of new personnel, the requirements can be met. The program of recruitment 
and on the job training should be planned now and carried into execution imme- 
diately upon the firming up of the future program. 
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SYSTEM LOCATION 


A prerequisite to the prompt execution of a highway coustructi program is 
the detail location of an integrated highway system on which to proceed with 
orderly improvements. Fortunately, most of the highways except t e on the 
Interstate System have long been established and for that reason ho ttlenecks 
due to system location are anticipated in the engineering advancement of proj 


ects to the construction stage. However, with respect to the Intersate System 
the situation is different. 

This system, as now established, consists of flexible, continuous routes with 
designated major cities as control areas. Existing roads between these cities 
have been used as convenient indications of location and mileage, but final loca- 
tion of the routes is yet to be established. 

Because of the characteristics of these highways—broad freeways providing 
for swift uninterrupted flow of traffic with no entering or cross streets except 
at prescribed points of interchanges, and with full control of access obtained 
either by legislative authority or by the construction of frontage roads serving 
adjacent private property—many of the State highway departments and smaller 
cities have not yet decided whether to allow these transcontinental expressways 
to pass through the city or to build them as belt routes around the city with cor 
necting radial routes. Because of the impact on the business districts that will 
result from these wide expressways, their location requires time-consuming, 
precedent-making decisions. In the larger metropolitan control areas, similar 
decisions must be made regarding location of belt routes, radials leading to the 
rural portions of the interstate system and complicated traffic interchanges. 

The correlation of existing urban systems with the interstate routes and with 
the major urban expressway systems is also required in order that efficient col- 
lection of traffic to and from the expressway may be effected. Decisions on these 
problems must be based on time-consuming traffic engineering studies of traffic 
flow. Because of the complicated nature of the problems, cities should be urged 
to develop as expeditiously as possible a master highway improvement program 
with priority schedules. 

While the problem is of greatest importance in regard to the urban portions of 
the Interstate System, it is also of consequence in regard to the rural Interstate 
System and some portions of the Federal-aid urban system. 

Because of the geometric standards required, considerable time and effort are 
needed to locate the shortest and most economical route. There should, there 
fore, be an intense and concerted effort by all parties concerned—the States, the 
cities, the counties, and the other highway agencies—to solve this problem. 


ACCESS LIMITATION 


Controlled access is not generally a requirement on the established free high- 
way systems of the Nation. In contrast, control of access will be a requirement 
in accordance with standards recently adopted for the Interstate System. 

The principal operational or functional difference between a highway with 
and one without control of access is in the degree of interference with through 
traffic by vehicles entering, leaving, and crossing the highway, and by pedestrians 
Where there is no control of access and resulting roadside businesses develop 
along the highways, as in suburban areas, interference from the roadside can 
become a factor of major importance, reducing the capacity of the highway and 
increasing the accident hazard. As traffic increases, roadside businesses become 
more profitable and grow in number. Congestion develops and attempts to cor 
rect the highway deficiency by widening it are prevented by the high value of 
the roadsides. Highway obsolescence creeps in and authorities ultimately are 
forced to relocate the highway on new right-of-way. This is a costly and unne 
essary drain on a State’s resources, 

Where there is control of access, entrances and exits are located at points best 
suited to fit traffic needs and designed to enable vehicles to enter and leave safely 
without interfering with through traffic. Vehicles are prevented from entering 
or leaving elsewhere so that, regardless of the type and intensity of development 
of the areas, the capacity of the highway is maintained at a high level and the 
accident hazard is kept low. 

Where control of access is accomplished by frontage roads, the highway con 
sists of a roadway or roadways for through traffic and frontage roads for local 
traffic which provide access to adjacent land. Frontage roads generally 
parallel to the roadways for through traffic but separated from them. 
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The improvement of the Interstate System constitutes a major part of the 
increase in the proposed 10-year road program, and the acquiring of access con- 
trol may be a major bottleneck to the prompt execution of the program. Many 
States do not have the legislative authority to take property for limited-access 
control, 

In more densely populated areas, especially when reconstruction on existing 
location is contemplated, the problem of acquiring access control is more difficult 
because it involves the taking of property that will effectively deny access to 
established homes and businesses along the highway. It involves a controversial 
subject on which considerable time is consumed in assembly right-of-way parcels. 
There is also considerable time involved in the clearance of rights-of-way and 
demolition or moving of buildings. 

At the present time, 15 States have no aecess-control law at all and only 6 
have a law that provides al) 11 of the features considered necessary to provide 
the effective contro] needed on a modern highway system. The 11 essential fea- 
tures as outlined by the laws committee, highway research board for presenta- 
tion at the Seattle meeting, legal affairs committee of AASHO, 1954, are— 

(1) A declaration of legislative policy ; 

(2) Definition of terms; 

(3) Authority extending to counties and cities as well as to State; 

(4) Authority for the State highway department to design access control 
facilities ; 

(5) Authority to acquire right-of-access, right-of-air, right-of-light, and 
right-of-view ; 

(6) Authority extending to existing highways as well as new locations; 

(7) Authority to construct frontage roads; 

(8) Authority to prohibit physical encroachment ; 

(9) Authority for intergovernmental cooperation between State and local 
subdivisions, regarding planning, financing, land acquisition, construction, or 
maintenance ; 

(10) Authority of local subdivisions to consent to the barricading of 
streets; and 

(11) Enforcement of penalty provisions. 

It is important that the State authorities take prompt action to remedy this 
deficiency. It is of course necessary, in order for them to take action, that the 
public be made aware of the value of access-control laws and of the consequences 
of building a system of major highways without the protection of access control. 
There is ample evidence of such need on the roads leading into our major cities 
that were built without access control. 

In view of the fact that the Federal Government may pay a substantial part of 
the cost of controlied-access features, some State highway departments, through 
resolutions of their regional associations, have suggested that new Federal-aid 
highway legislation for the National System of Interstate Highways include 
eminent domain authority. This authority would be exercised in States not hav- 
ing proper legal authority to take property that would limit highway access. 
The Federal Government would then lease the property to the State for a nominal 
sum. The effect of such a provision would be to expedite projects on the Inter- 
state System from the planning and engineering to the construction stage in 
States not having adequate State laws for the acquisition and control of access. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTH AND CONTROL 


The proposed program contemplates the construction of highways that will be 
adequate for traffic 10 to 20 years hence. On major highway systems where 
access control is not contemplated to preserve traffic capacity, allowance should 
be made for highway obsolescence due to decreasing capacity resulting from 
roadside interference. Such allowances can be made by acquiring sufficient right- 
of-way to provide for later widening or the addition of frontage roads to serve 
adjacent property, whereby the high capacity of the through lanes may be main- 
tained. Wide rights-of-way decrease interference and discourage development of 
the abutting property. ; 

Some State laws do not provide authority for the acquisition of abutting 
property or easements for future widening of the highway. It is estimated that 
for the $101 billion reported highway deficiencies, the cost of right-of-way alone 
would be in the vicinity of $12 billion. It would be worthwhile to reexamine 
existing laws to determine the action necessary to expedite right-of-way acquisi- 
tion. Any improvement in this respect would cut down the elasped time between 
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the allocation of funds and the actual time the contractor starts work on the 
job site. Advance planning for and early acquisition of right-of-way, particu- 
larly in urban and suburban areas, are of prime importance. 


STRUCTURES INCLUDING GRADE SEPARATIONS 


Included in the total work to be done is the construction of about 300,000 
bridges. The amount of bridge construction is particularly high on the Interstate 
System where grade separation will be constructed at crossroads. 

Standardization of plans and the use of prefabricated bridges, both steel and 
concrete, would be very helpful in reducing the need for professional engineers 
on bridge work. Such a policy is particularly applicable to bridges on local roads. 

On larger steel structures, original plans are prepared by State highway 
departments or consulting engineers. A set of shop drawings are prepared and 
phased to the customs of the steel fabricator. It may be possible to cut down 
the lead time in the preparation of these two sets of plans and thus expedite 
construction of our highways by closer coordination between industry and 
engineering to reduce plan requirements. Understanding of steel-mill practices 
and rolling schedules would also be helpful. A selection of standard size wide 
flange beams and standard steel specifications that are phased closer to normal 
rolling schedules would cut down the lead time required before construction can 
get started on the job site. 

In consideration of the competency of the bridge design personnel in the State 
highway departments and in private practice, there is ample capacity insofar 
as professional engineers are concerned to satisfactorily handle the expanded 
bridge program. However, subprofessional help must be recruited and trained. 
In addition, the advance planning on such an extensive program should be 
undertaken without delay. 


PAVEMENT LOADING DESIGN AND VEHICLE CHARACTERISTICS 


With the prospect of constructing highways that will be adequate to carry 
traffic 10 and 20 years hence, there is need to determine, with some degree of 
certainty, the character of the traffic these roads will carry in order to avoid 
obsolescence. In the 1920’s it was not known that traffic would expand to its 
present dimensions. It was not anticipated that car manufacturers would pro- 
duce the modern high-speed cars with lower bodies, thus lowering the driver's 
height of eye and accelerating the obsolescence of highways due to changed sight 
distance requirements. This experience merits caution in the development of 
the new highway program. 

The 1945 American Association of State Highway Officials standards for the 
Interstate System are now 9 years old. While the AASHO recently authorized 
the development of up-to-date standards, their development and the prompt 
execution of a highway construction program is impeded by the lack of a definite 
determination of the weights and sizes of trucks for which the principal bigh- 
ways of the Nation should be designed. The thickness of the subbase, base, and 
surface, the width and grade, and other characteristics of the highways vary, 
depending on the weight of vehicles to be allowed on the road 

America’s truck fleet has doubled in size since 1940. Ten million trucks now 
travel annually 100 billion miles over our Nation’s highways. In defense activ- 
ities of the future, the flexibility of truck transportation will encourage more 
manufacturers of war materiel to use longer distance production lines than were 
utilized during World War II. The success of our production efforts at that 
time was attributed to assembly lines, which often crossed entire States, as truck 
operations made it possible for many small subcontracting plant to participate 
directly by the movement of subassemblies over the highways to the main plants. 

Increased dependence of the Armed Forces on highway transportation is also 
indicated by the fact that highway tonnage shipped by commercial carriers for 
the Armed Forces during a 4-year period beginning with the Korean emergency 
Was practically the same as during the 4 peak years of World War IT. 

The land transportation lesson learned by the military forces in World War 
II was that railroad centers and marshaling yards when bombed could be re- 
stored only slowly and with difficulty whereas highway transportation could 
recuperate quickly because of the relative ease of repairing damaged roadways 
and structures, the availability of alternate routes, and the relatively smal! loss 
of vehicles which are ordinarily well dispersed. The flexibility of highway 
transportation makes it the more dependable form of transportation for direct 
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support of military Operations in combat areas. Should our industrial centers 
and railroads become targets for attack, primary dependence likewise will have 
to be placed on highway transportation for Some time following the attack. We 
should therefore gear our highway design needs on the Interstate System to the 
defense requirements of the future. 

Highways should be built for commodity movements across the Nation. Under 
existing State laws this involves considerable variation in load limitations as 
is illustrated, in the following exhibit on vehicle weight limits. 


Vehicle weight limits (as compiled by National Highway Users Conference as 
of Aug. 1, 1954) 


[In thousands of pounds] 


Maximum 


Maximum Maximum practical 
State weight weight weight on 
single axle tandem axle  3-axle tractor 


with 2-azle 
semitrailer 


Alabama 18. 0 36. 0 53.9 
Arizons 18.0 32.0 76.8 
Arkansas 18.0 32.0 1456.0 
California 18.0 32. 0 76.8 
Colorado 18.0 36.0 73. 6 
Connecticut 2? 4 36.0 60.0 
Delaware 20. 0 36. 0 60. 0 
District of Columbia__ 22.0 38.0 65. 4 
Florida 20.0 10.0 64.6 
Georgia 18.0 36.0 53.9 
Idaho 18. 0 32.0 72.0 
Illinois 18.0 32.0 68, 0 
Indiana 18. 0 32.0 72.0 
Iowa 18. 0 32.0 65. 4 
Kansas 18.0 32.0 63.8 
Kentucky 18.0 1.0 42. 0 
Louisiana 18.0 $2.0 1 64.0 
Maine. 22.0 32.0 50. 0 
Maryland 22. 4 40.0 65.0 
Massachusetts ; 22.4 36. 0 50. 0 
Michigan 18.0 26. 0 76.0 
Minnesota ~ 18.0 28.0 66.5 
Mississippi. - - 18.0 28. 6 55.9 
Missouri ; 18.0 32. 0 60.0 
Montana 18.0 32.0 76.8 
Nebraska 18.0 32.0 64.6 
Nevada 18.0 32.0 76.8 
New Hampshire 22.0) 40.0 50.0 
New Jersey 22. 4 32.0 60. 0 
New Mexico 18.0 32.0 76.8 
New York 22.4 36.0 65.0 
North Carolina 19.0 38.0 ‘AR. 8 
North Dakota 18.0 30.0 57.7 
Ohi» 19.0 24.0 67.6 
Oklahoma _- 18.0 32.0 60.0 
Oregon_- 18.0 32.0 60.0 
Pennsylvania - 20.0 36.0 45.0 
Rhode Islind 22.4 (2) 0.0 
South Carolina- 20.0 32.0 68.3 
South Dakota : 18.0 32.0 64.6 
Tennessee 18.0 32.0 55.9 
Texas 18.0 32.0 58. 4 
Utah 18. 0 33.0 79.9 
Vermont--- (3) ( 50.0 
Virginia 18.0 32.0 50.0 
Washington 18.0 32.0 58.0 
West Virginia___- 18.0 32.0 60.8 
Wise insin__. 18.0 32.0 68.0 
Wyoming 18.0 32.0 73.9 


1 Plus weight on front axle of motor vehicle. 
3 Not specified. 
3 No restriction. 


It is necessary, therefore, that the representatives of the various interested 
segments of the Nation’s economy consult and agree on the size, weight, and 
other characteristics of tomorrow’s vehicle. This would provide engineers with 
the criteria needed to design highways for future traffic loads both under peace 
and war conditions. 
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FINDINGS 


1. While the total 10-year highway construction program will amount to $101 
billion, only a portion of this, some $6 billion per year (excluding right-of-way 
and local road construction) will require extensive engineering rh 
increase of 140 percent over the current $2.5 billion rate. 

” The value of the backlog of highway construction plans wholly or partially 
complete amounts to more than $16 billion. The State and Territorial highway 
authorities are planning $6 billion of work, the toll authorities over $9 billior 
and the local authorities at least $1 billion. This will provide a start 
$101 billion program. 

3. Current information indicates that from 18 to 380 months are required t 
plan a major highway project. It is desirable, therefore, that advance plan 
ning be initiated immediately and that an effort be made to reduce the 
required to plan highway construction. 

$. While the availability of engineering personnel for the expanded highway 
program will be a major problem, it should be possible to obtain the professional 
engineering capacity by reassigning professional engineers to professional posi 
tions and by reducing engineering requirements through the use of standard and 
simplified plans and standard specifications. Additional engineering capacity 
can be obtained from other industries, by the increased use of consulting engineers 
and by attracting at least half of the civil engineering graduates into the high 
way field. Although the subprofessional shortage will be more acute, it should 
also be possible to overcome that shortage by reducing engineering requirements 
through the use of modern location and design methods, by obtaining additional] 
capacity from other construction fields, and by providing on-the-job training for 
the additional subprofessional help. The on-the-job training program should 
be developed now. To attract graduate engineers and subprofessional help into 
the highway field, it will be necessary to bring highway engineering salaries 
and other job benefits into line with the salaries and benefits in competitive fields 

o. One of the major bottlenecks to the completion of the expanded program 
is the location of the Interstate System. This system now consists of unlocated 
routes between widely separated control areas. 
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The routes are now designated 


by the presently traveled highways between these areas. The establishment of 
4 exact routes, especially in urban areas, will be a time-consuming operation 
i An intense and concerted effort by all levels of authority to solve this problem 
is an immediate necessity. 
{ 6. Another problem that may hold up the expanded highway program is the 
; lack of adequate access control laws. Without access control, the new highways 


would soon become obsolete. Some 13 States have no access control laws and the 
laws in many other States are not fully adequate. 


Action is needed now to remedy 
this deficiency. 


Some States authorities have suggested that the Federal Gov 
ernment should have this authority and use it to obtain access control on the 
Interstate System in those States that do not have the authority. 

7. Additional laws are also needed to provide the authority for advance acquisi 
tion of right-of-way. Such legislation should be enacted without delay. 

8. Bridge design should not be a serious problem. Greater use of prefabricated 
and standard bridges will reduce engineering. Cooperation between the designers 
and fabricators should reduce the drafting effort required on large structures. 
Efforts in this direction should be initiated. 

9. Another impediment to the rapid completion of the expanded highway pro- 
gram is the lack of definite knowledge of the characteristics of future traffic. 
Speeds, weights, and sizes of future traffic determine design criteria. All inter- 
ested segments of the Nation’s economy should therefore consult together and 
determine the characteristics of tomorrow’s vehicle. This will enable the engi- 
neer to design a road capable of carrying that vehicle safely and economically 
and will eliminate the possibility of early obsolescence of the roads due to changed 
vehicle characteristics. 

: CONCLUSION 


i i a Soe SR clin, GDS AED te ance 


After carefuly study and deliberation, Task Force No. 1 on planning and design 
= concludes that the engineering profession, with certain adjustments and expan- 
4 Sions discussed herein, is fully capable of satisfactorily handling the proposed 
program. Plans are now in readiness or in preparation for $16 billion of high- 
way work. These plans should be completed as soon as possible and additional 


i planning should be undertaken immediately. In addition, action to remove bot- 
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tlenecks such as those discussed herein and in the reports of the other task forces 
should be taken immediately. These actions will require the cooperation of all 
facets of the Nation’s economic life. The engineering membership of ARBA 
stands ready to assist in this endeavor. 


STATEMENT OF H. G. SOURS, CONSULTING ENGINEER, OF COLUMBUS, 
OHIO, ON BEHALF OF TASK FORCE NO. 1 OF THE AMERICAN ROAD 
BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Sours. I would like at this time to read the names of the other 
members of the committee. 

Mr. John N. Robertson, Director of Highways, District of Colum- 
bia, Washington, D. C.; Mr. Ben H. Petty, professor of highway engi- 
neering, Purdue University, apnea Ind.; Mr. Warren A. Coo- 
lidge, Director of Public W orks, Nashville, Tenn. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am H. G. Sours, 
consulting engineer of Columbus, Ohio, and former director of high- 
ways of the State . Ohio. 

Task Force No. 1 is charged with the responsibility of investigat- 
ing and reporting chad the ability and readiness of the engineering 
profession to plan and design a 10-year, $101 billion highway con- 
struction program. ‘This presentation is in the nature of a digest of 
the full report, copies of which have been made available to the com- 
mittee. 

May I say I may brief it down still more to avoid repetition of 
Mr. Robertson’s statement ? 

In the research necessary for the preparation of this report we had 
the full cooperation of the United States Bureau of Public Roads. 

After careful study the Committee on Planning and Design finds 
that the engineering profession with certain adjustments and expan- 
sions discussed in the report is fully capable of satisfactorily handling 
the proposed program. 

The investigations are based on the 1954 annual highway program 
of approximately $4 billion being increased to $6 billion during the 
first year, to $8 billion the second year, to $10 billion the third year, and 
to $11 billion in the fourth and each of the 6 successive years, as stated 
by Mr. Robertson. 

There is a large mileage of needed highway improvements which 
will be built at an average cost of about $10 4000 per mile, which does 
not involve complic: ated engineering nor require extensive detailed 
plans. 

The major engineering problems relate to urban expressways, city 
streets, and primary rural roads on which 69 percent of the highway 
deficiencies exist. After deducting the cost of right-of-way, the re- 
maining cost of correcting deficiencies on the primary, rural, and 
urban highways and city streets is found to be about $60 billion. It is 
with this expenditure that the major engineering problems will be 
associated. 

There is currently a reasonably large backlog of developed plans. 
In 1954 the State highway departments had construction plans fully 
or partially completed for almost $6 billion worth of work. 

In addition, the toll-highway authorities have projects totaling 
nearly $10 billion under construction and in the development stage, 
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practically all of which is being handled by consulting engineering 
firms. 

The cities and counties which normally provide a program of about 
$1 billion per year have at least 1 year’s plans developed. 

The lead time in the development of expressways is quite lengthy. 
Current practices on Federal-aid projects disclose that an average of 
21 months elapses from the date funds are authorized to the time when 
construction is actually fully underway. On the average, 17 months 
are required for programing, developing, reviewing, and approving 
of pl: ins On Major projects. 

Efforts, of course, should be made to reduce the lead time; however, 
it is highly desirable that the development of additional plans be 
initiated early. 

The supply of engineering personnel is normally made up of two 
groups, the professional engineers and subprofessional engineers 
required per million dollars of construction work. 

The variation is due largely to the types, the complexity, and to 
the volume of work. It is estimated by reliable sources that an aver- 
age of 4 engineers per million dollars of work is a reasonable figure, 
when the program level reaches $10 billion per year. This is concurred 
in by quite a number of highway departments and consulting firms. 

Some of the other fields of construction are on the decline which 
should release additional engineering capacity. Greater use of county 
and municipal engineering staffs where available is another potential 
source. 

The colleges and universities, based on the present rate, graduate 
about 4,000 civil engineers per year. A greater number of these grad- 
uates can be attracted to the highway field if they find that substan- 
tial and sustained programs are to be developed. 

Incidentally, a number of the highway departments are now recruit- 
ing engineers from the colleges and having reasonably good success. 

Greater use could be made of standard plans and specifications and 
in many cases plans could be simplified by reducing the amount of 
detail which would result in a considerable savings in manpower. 

The program now under consideration includes many large time- 
consuming projects involving complicated features of design. Com- 
petent and experienced consulting firms are available for this class of 
work could be used to a greater degree in the preparation of plans for 
such projects. 

In the subprofessional group a personnel expansion will be necessary. 
At the present time 3 to 4 subprofessional employees are employed for 
each professional engineer. In some States training programs have 
been set up for subprofessional employees such as instrumentmen, 
rodmen, draftsmen, and so forth. 

Many of these men are high-school graduates who can qualify per- 
fectly well with a reasonable amount of training. Such training pro- 
grams can be readily expanded. 

There are also means of reducing the man-hour requirements for 
both professional and subprofessional employees. For example: 

(a) The use of aerial photography and mapping can be used much 
more extensively than the conventional ground-survey methods. 

(6) Further standardization of bridge plans for small and similar 
structures w ould a1 assist in reducing man- -hours. 

61030—55 
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(c) There will be a considerable increase in the number of large 
construction contracts over today’s program; this normally reduces 
engineering requirements per dollar of work. 

here are some other problems which are not of a technical nature 
but which have a bearing on the development of construction plans, 
such as the following: 

1. The designation of the final location of interstate routes, partic- 
ularly in urban areas. 

2. Further development of city and State programs in order of 
priority routes. This applies to urban and rural projects on both 
interstate and other portions of the Federal-aid system. 

3. The development of access-control laws in the States not now 
fully equipped with such laws. 

4. Provision by the States and cities for the advance acquisition of 
rights-of-way. 

5. Standardization of sizes, weights, and speeds of the future motor 
vehicle. It is rather difficult to design intelligently for the future 
without having more definite information concerning the character- 
istics of tomorrow’s vehicle. Both civilian and military requirements 
should be considered. 

In conclusion, the Committee on Planning and Design, on the basis 
of its findings, which I have briefly presented, concludes that any 
deficiencies now existing in engineering requirements can be overcome. 

It might be pointed out that in the development and in the carrying 
out of any large program such as the one lee contemplated, there 
will be initial delays which are beyond control. Usually such delays 
have compensating features which may permit the program to proceed 
in a more expeditious and orderly manner once it is underway. 

The committee feels that the engineering required in planning and 
design of the program should be geared to a long-range development. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for the privilege of presenting this report. 

Senator Gore. Since we set the example by inquiring of Mr. Robert- 
son, we may as well follow it here. I have two brief questions. 

On page 2 of your statement, you say that 69 percent of the defici- 
encies of the highways exist on the primary rural roads. That is the 
first time I had heard that figure. Will you elaborate on that ? 

Mr. Sours. That is all urban expressways, city streets, and primary 
rural roads combined. That is taken from the statistical records of 
the United States Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Gore. Would you break it down now as between urban 
expressways and city streets and primary rural roads ? 

Mr. Sours. I am afraid I cannot. 

Senator Gore. Is that contained in the larger statement ? 

Mr. Sours. No; it is not. That information is available, however, 
and we can get it from the Bureau of Public Roads, if you wish. 

Senator Gorr. Would you supply it at this point in the record? 

Mr. Sours. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

Breakdown of highway deficiencies subsequently furnished by Mr. Sours, based 


on information contained in the report, Needs of the Highway Systems, 1955-84, 
transmitted to Congress by the Secretary of Commerce on March 25, 1955: 























aa te An hl es Nt Mh GN AD 











ee 


+ Dhaai Atecilin 53 the 





j 
5 
4 
i 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Type of roads 


Urban expressways 
(a inte rstate system 
(6) Federal-aid primary system 


Subtotal... _. ‘ A 
City streets: Outside Federal-aid systems 6 


Primary rural roads: 
(a) Interstate system 
(6) Federal-aid primary system 


Subtotal : . ; ‘ ; 2.4 


Grand total. .-. acd ; ‘ 7 ai andi SS 


Senator Gorr. On page 3 of your statement, you say : 


A greater number of these graduates can be attracted to the highway field if 
they find that substantial and sustained programs are to be developed. 

That points up a question that I have been wondering about. If we 
have a crash program, such as that recommended in Mr. Robertson's 
statement,that would bring all roads up to adequacy in a 10-year 
poo what will happen then to all of the engineers and the road 
building talent if we complete the job ¢ 

Do you think you are going to attract the engineers into this pro 
gram, or do you think we could attract them into this program if they 
fet] that in 10 years we were going to finish it and then they would be 
out of a job? 

Mr. Sours. I think I might possibly answer it in this way: It is very 
questionable whether all roads would be brought up to desir: able stand 
ards in 10 years’ time; certain classifications of roads would be. 

But, of course, during the 10-year period if the traffic continues to 
increase as it has in the last 7 or 8 years, naturally many of the high- 
ways which we modernize in the beginning of this period will be in 
need of further modernization after a period of 15 years, we will say. 

This is the situation that faces many State highway departments 
and has been for some years. Many of the men in the departments, 
particularly those who are in responsible positions, are growing old, 
and they have not been replaced to the extent that they should be by 
youger men coming into the organizations, 

One of the reasons perhaps, and it is only a natural one, is that 
young men just out of school seeking employment not only look for the 
job of tod: iy, but they are looking at the future as to what the particu 
lar field might hold for them. 

If the program can be developed so that it has some assurance of a 
reasonably long continuance, I am quite sure that more of the young 
engineers will come in. Many of them are coming in now. The last 
2 years have produced more young engineering gradu: utes turning to 
the highway field than 10 or 15 years ago, many more. 

AsI stated, the men who are now in the saddle, when these men are 
in a position where they can really take over, will have either retired 
or passed on. 

In addition to that, of course, the highway engineering training 
which they get equips them for work in many other fields. It is not 


merely in construction, but it is in contracting and materials and so 
forth. 
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Senator Gore. In other words, you do not think that we will com- 
plete the job under any program, even under the $101 billion program. 

Mr. Sours. I do not think it is possible to ever fully complete a pro- 
gram of that kind. It will be a continuing expansion as traffic re- 
quires. 

Senator Gore. That brings us right to the point that Senator Case 
raised, I believe, day before yesterday, which I do not ask you or the 
Road Builders’ Association to comment on: to wit, that if we obligate 
our revenues for the next 30 years, then how are we to rebuild the 
roads which will become obsolete for the traflic of 10 years from now? 

Of course, we have gone over that problem a number of times, and 
I do not desire to involve you in it; but it is obvious to me that this 
program must be a continuing one, that we cannot complete it in 10 
years or 5 years. 

We must do the best we can in those periods or any other periods, 
but the job of keeping our Nation’s highway systems adequate for the 
ever increasing and the ever changing traffic pattern is a continuing 
one. 

Mr. Sours. If I might, I would like to just comment briefly on that. 

Senator Gore. Yes, please do. 

Mr. Sours. I think that this is the situation : that we have a stagger- 
ing deficiency in many parts of our system now. We are rapidly 
falling behind, and we perhaps have reached a point now where it is 
necessary to do some catching up. 

The job will never be finally finished. It is like many other things, 
we cannot complete the system and say, now that is it, that we have 
something which is absolutely pefmanent. 

That is not true on highway work; but we are in a position, I feel, 
where at least certain parts on the Federal system should very defi- 
nitely be put in condition to serve adequately. 

It will be good for the whole economy if they are. As far as finally 
completing any system is concerned, I think we can say this: that 
we can provide for the foreseeable future. Beyond that period of 
time, then, of course, it becomes another problem. 

Senator Gore. In that respect it is important, like building sewer 
lines in the city. I notice here in the District of Columbia with all 
the fine planning of Mr. Robertson, about 2 years after a street is 
paved, I see them dig it up to put a sewer line in. 

Mr. Sours. I think this possibility is true, that in modernizing any 
major express highway, we can plan now for acquiring the necessary 
right-of-way to build the project for the foreseeable future. 

‘When it comes to future reconstruction or some addition, we have 
acquired the right-of-way, and if we exercise the right of control over 
access where we should, we have that problem solved. We do not 
have to do that over again. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. On page 2, Mr. Sours, you state that $6 billion 
worth of work is camaai-ill it be necessary to revamp a lot of that 
work because of development within the last 2 or 3 years, that we 
wanted wider dividers, we want to take up the matter of limited access. 

Will that mean that some of that has to be done over or not ? 

Mr. Sours. I would say this, Senator Martin: ‘That in many cases 
nothing will have to be done. There may be some other cases if the 
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ground rules are changed somewhat with regard to control of access, 
that some additional changes will have to be made not in the design 
of the project itself but in the control of access which involves maybe 
a matter of right-of-way. 

Senator Martin. You stated a lot of this e ngineering work can be 
done by competent consulting firms, and I agree with that, but will it 
not be necessary, if they take on that additional work, for them to 
secure additional engineers and will that not add to our problems ¢ 

Mr. Sours. Yes, to a certain extent it will, although there are many 
consulting firms now which are capable of expanding the scope of 
their work. 

There are others who are in this position: That they are rounding 
out a program of projects or plans, some of which are finished today 
or perenne, and then they take on others. 

I do not have too much fear of them not being able to expand prop- 
erly. The principle thing is this: In any highway-design organiza- 
tion, if they have keymen available, they can fill in with the more 
or less subprofessional type of employees. 

It is the skeleton organization who directs the work in its various 
phases that is presenting one of the biggest problems. Many of the 
consuling firms, and highway departments also, have men they trained 
dur ing the last 2 or: 3 years of the expansion of the program. 

Those men are now reaching a point where ow can commence to 
take on additional responsibilities and can be repl: iced with men who 
are just coming out of the schools. So we feel that that problem can 
be met. 

Usually there are initial delays, which quite often are beyond the 
control of anyone, and during those periods of time, of course, we 
have an opportunity to train more men. 

Senator Martin. You have had a lot of experience relative to high- 
way work, not only as a consultant but also as a director and head of 
the department in the great State of Ohio. 

I know you have given a lot of thought to the matter of financing 
highways and br idges and tunnels. Would you care to express your 
own opinion relative to toll roads, toll bridges, and toll tunnels ? 

The reason I am asking you that is you have had an enormous 
amount of experience. I have known of you for a good many years, 
and you have a lot of information there that I think would be very 
helpful to this committee, because I think our big job is to determine 
how we are going to do this financing. 

Mr. Sours. I have felt that in many cases where a project can be 
declared feasible and is found to be feasible, that the toll financing 
method has been the only manner in which we have been able to finance 
long, continuous projects and build them within a reasonable length 
of time so that they might be usable. 

Under the normal methods, up to the present time at least, it has 
been necessary to do a lot of pinpointing of projects at different spots 
in various States. 

In other words, we select the locations where the project has the 
greatest deficiency and build a section here and build a section there. 
It is extremely difficult under normal conditions to build any one long, 
continuous project and make it usable in a short period of time. 
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That is one of the big advantages of the toll road, and, of course, 
the public has apparently not objected to paying additional money 
for a superfacility if they can use it. 

As far as toll roads are concerned, I feel that very careful studies 
must be made to determine whether or not they are feasible. 

Senator Martin. I will finish up. From your work along the line 
of toll roads and bridges and tunnels, do you find very much public 
objection to the plan ? 

Mr. Sours. No; not from a user’s standpoint. 

Senator Martin. Then I would like to, on page 5, paragraph 3, 
refer tothat. You are talking about the development of access-control 
laws in the States, to kind of get those standardized. 

What has been done along that line? 

Mr. Sours. Some States do have adequate laws on their statute 
books, which permit them to limit access and control access. We have 
such a law in Ohio. 

It has been attacked once or twice on a technical question, but so far 
it has stood up. 

Of course, Ohio being a State which has quite a large number of 
cities, large and small, we have seen the mistake in past years of 
spending a lot of money to develop what seemed at that time to be a 
first-class facility, and’ then after 10 years it had been almost wa 
teriorated from a service standpoint, because of urban development 
along the highway. 

We feel it is much better to control the access. It becomes necessary 
to serve the businesses that want to develop along that highway. They 
should be developed along a service road parallel and adjacent to the 
expressway, so as not. to impair the efficiency of the expressway. 

Senator Marrry. In Ohio, you have a law regulating access? 

Mr. Sours. That isright. There are other States which do not have. 

Senator Martin. That is the thing. There is not any uniformity 
in there, and there is not anything that we can do; but what I was 
getting at is what work has been done by organizations such as yours 
to secure that uniformity. 

Mr. Sours. Our affiliate organizations in the various States are 
urging the State legislatures to consider the matter and take steps to 
correct that situation. 

I am sure the American Association of State Highway Officials are 
doing the same thing. 

Senator Martin. Iam sure they are. 

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for taking so much time, but I would 
like to ask you about paragraph 5 on page 5, relative to the sizes, 
weights, and speeds of motor vehicles. 

What work has been done to bring that about ? 

Mr. Sours. The American Association of State Highway Officials 
has to get a schedule of weights, lengths, and so forth, which would 
be more or less standard, or approaching standard at least. 

At the present time I do not think they have anything that has been 
finally accepted. This is partially an industry problem. In other 
words, the manufacturers of trucks and heavy vehicles have a problem 
in design as to what they are going to put on the roads in the next 15 
years. 

We have different laws governing weights and lengths in different 
States, which is a rather difficult thing to cope with. 
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Senator Gore. I would like to supplement that with one additional 
question, if you will pardon me, Senator Case. 

If the Federal Government is to pay the overwhelming proportion 
of the cost of the interstate roads, do you think that the Federal 
Government could properly set some standards and exercise some in 
fluence on the weight and length and speed of the vehicles to be used 
on those systems ? 

Mr. Sours. I would think so. They can set the pattern. I do not 
believe that the Federal Government should take the position that 
they would hand down ultimatums to every tSate, but 1 think that 
they should take the leadership in it and try to bring about some 
uniformity. 

It is rather difficult for the 48 States among themselves to agree on 
something, so I feel if the Federal Government could take the leader- 
ship on the matter, it would be quite helpful. 

Senator Gore. How do you think the Federal Government could 
dothat? That isa very interesting observation, Mr. Sours. 

Mr. Sours. I assume that the proper agency to work through would 
be the United States Bureau of Public ‘Roads. It has an enormous 
amount of material available, and perhaps is in a better position than 
any that I know of. 

Senator Gore. In the 1954 act, Congress included the paragraph 
as follows: 

The Secretary shall include in the highway research program herein authorized 
studies on economic geometrics structures and desirable weight and size stan 
dards for vehicles using the public highways and the feasibility of uniformity 
in State regulations with respect to such standards, and he shall report from 
time to time to the Committee on Public Works of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives on the progress and findings with respect to such studies. 

We have not had a report on those studies. I am going to ask 
[addressing the clerk of the committee] will you get in touch with 
the Department of Commerce and say that we want those studies when 
the Commissioner of Public Roads again appears. 

Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sours, do you know how many engineers there are today engaged 
in highway work ? : 

Mr. Sours. I think around 22,000 professional engineers. 

Senator Casr. Engaged in highway work ? 

Mr. Sours. That isr ight. 

Senator Cass. Your figure for engineers per million dollars’ work 
would suggest a requirement of about 40,000 for $10 billion. 

Mr. Sours. Yes, that is about right. That would be the same pro- 
portion. 

Senator Case. That would not seem to be too difficult to reach. 

Mr. Sours. Of course, there are certain situations, as I explained in 
the testimony a moment ago, on large projects we usually are able to 
reduce somewhat the number of men per million dollars of work. 

In other words, if it is broken up into 10 small projects, it will take 
inore professional engineers than it would if it is in 1 project. 

Senator Case. In your specific provision, No. 4, you state: 

Provision by the States and cities for the advance acquisition of right-of-way. 


If that were to be done, of course, your No. 1 suggestion would have 
to come first—that is, the designations of final location of interstate 
routes, would it not? 
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Mr. Sours. That is right. 

Senator Case. Would it be important in your judgment to acquire 
this right-of-way as soon as possible, even ahead of construction ? 

Mr. Sours. I think it is extremely important. I have seen many 
cases where even after a project had been finished to a point where it 
was not definitely programed perhaps, but reasonably sure of being 
programed, if the right-of-way could have been acquired at that time, 
it would have been done at a much lower figure than at the time it was 
done. 

Senator Casr. Would you see some merit then in a provision in the 
bill that would provide some means of acquisition ? 

Mr. Sours. I definitely do. 

Senator Casg. So that the acquisition could commence at once? 

Mr. Sours. I definitely do, sir. 

Senator Case. Has the design of automobiles and the design of 
trucks made a difference in the requirement of widths on the roads, 
thickness of the pavements, and other things going into the cost of 
the road ¢ 

Mr. Sours. Yes, sir; it has. In the first place, let us discuss speeds. 

High speeds of today’s motor vehicles naturally require that safety 
be built into the highway. That means a better sight distance, longer 
sight distance, both horizontal and vertical curvature and oftentimes 
that means considerable increase in cost of grading. The lane widths 
due to highway speeds should be wider. 

Senator Casr. Are cars and trucks wider today than they were 10 
years ago? 

Mr. Sours. Trucks and buses are somewhat wider but I do not 
think there is considerable difference in the width of passenger cars. 
But the increase of speed means it is much safer to drive on a 12-foot 
lane than the old 9- and 10-foot lanes. 

Senator Case. Are trucks wider than they were 10 years ago? 

Mr. Sours. Some of them are. 

Senator Casg. Does that mean you need a wider roadbed than you 
formerly could have used ? 

Mr. Sours. Yes, and, of course, many of the old roads were built 
with 9- and 10-foot lanes, before there was very much trucking over 
our highways. 

Senator Casr. Are trucks heavier than they were 10 years ago? 

Mr. Sours. I think many of them are, yes. I cannot say exactly 
what the situation was 10 years ago. 

Senator Casr. If no trucks were on the highways that were in excess 
of 20,000 pounds, would you be able to reduce the thickness of the 
pavement and the strength factor in building highways? 

Mr. Sours. You are speaking of the total weight and not the actual 
load ? 

Senator Casr. I am speaking of the total weight. 

Mr. Sours. Yes. I think that isa fair statement. 

Senator Casr. The answer to some of those questions seems obvious, 
and as far as I am concerned, I admit that I am trying to lead you to 
some fairly obvious conclusions because I think that is also a thing 
that we have got to face here. 

If it is true that trucks are wider, if it is true that there is a greater 
weight of the trucks, if it is true that there is greater speed of the 











ee 





















































NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 741 





trucks, that are being oper: ated on the highw: ays today, setting a a re- 
quirement for a highway design that means a wider roa bed, a thicker 
pavement, more expe nsive alinement, in your judgme nt Would that 


truck appropriately contribute to defraying the greater costs which 
they require to be built into the construction of the highways 

Mr. Sours. I would definite ly say so, yes. Of course, they are in 
some cases, but there is no uniformity among States as to how it is 
accomplished. 

But very definitely I would agree and so state that the truck should 
pay. 

Senator Case. Where do we find those requirements making the 
greatest demands? On the Interstate System ¢ 

Mr. Sours. Yes, to a large extent that is very definitely true, with 
the possible exception of a few short sections on urban streets Long- 
distance hauling by the commercial haulers, naturally follows the prin- 
cipal highways ‘between the cities, and those are located on the Inte r- 
state System primarily. 

Senator Case. When we have trucks of this type on the road, does 
that set up a requirement for bridge design on all systems of roads? 

Mr. Sours. It de finitely requires a design for a higher loading on 
the roads where the heavy loads are carried. It does not necessarily 
follow that we would use a high loading design for a secondary road, 
which obviously does not carry the heavy vehicles, but on the routes 
where the heavy vehicles are carried, we design for the heavy loadings. 

Senator Casr. I was interested in your answer to Senator Martin’s 
question about tolls. Has it been your experience that the users of 
toll roads have not objected too much to making some contribution to 
defraying the cost of the superhighway ? 

Mr. Sours. That has been my observation. I think this might be 

said, that I have also heard the statement made that most would prefer 
to ride a toll-free road, but the *y will pay a toll to have a good road. 

Senator Case. Are you familiar with the figures on the traflic on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike ? 

Mr. Sours. Not recently, no. 

Senator Casr. Do you have any observation as to whether or not the 
use of the turnpike by trucks more or less than was anticipated when 
the turnpike was built ? 

Mr. Sours. I think it was greater than when the turnpike was orig- 
inally built. Of course, there has been a tremendous increase since the 
original Pennsylvania Turnpike was built and that in itself has ac- 
counted for part of it, but normally trucking operation is based on 
cost and if they can operate over a high-type facility, naturally they 
can operate cheaper. 

Senator Case. Senator Martin is here at my left, and I want him 
to correct me if I am not making the correct assumption. 

My recollection is that a passenger car traveling on the turpike pays 
about 1 cent a mile, plus a 25-cent base. These trucks pay 414 cents 
a mile. 

Senator Martin. Passenger cars are a little above—I got the data 
just the other day, I am sorry I do not have it here—and trucks, the 
maximum truck is 414 cents. Trucks are on a sliding scale, depending 
on the size and weight of the vehicle. 

Fam sorry, I do not have that with me, Senator Case. 
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Senator Case. It is your impression that the use of the turnpike 
by trucks has been greater than was anticipated, in spite of the fact 
that they pay 414 centsa mile? 

Mr. Sours. I think so. 

Senator Case. Have you been participating in the estimates for 
the continuation of turnpikes in Ohio? 

Mr. Sours. The firm I am associated with had charge of design and 
construction of 33 miles of the Ohio Turnpike. We did not take part 
in the financial studies. That is handled usually by people who are 
specialists in that field. 

Senator Case. Is that turnpike being designed to carry trucks over 
50,000, 60,000, or 70,000 pounds ? 

Mr. Sours. To that weight; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. To that weight. 

Mr. Sours. It is designed with a 10-inch reinforced concrete slab on 
a selected subbase, which is designed, of course, for the heaviest load- 
ings that we anticipate, at least, within a reasonable length of time. 

Senator Case. If the turnpike were to be constructed to use by 
passenger automobiles or to light pickups of less than 20,000 pounds, 
would you have to have the 10-inch concrete for your base ? 

Mr. Sours. No; the slab would be lighter. 

Senator Cast. Have you had an opportunity to examine the sev- 
eral proposals in the bills before the committee as to their specific 
provisions ¢ 

Mr. Sours. The original bill, the first one: yes. I have not had an 
opportunity to examine the more recent ones ; no, sir. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Sours, as an engineer, would you be in a position 
or would you desire to give the committee the benefit of your opinion, 
if you have one, as to whether the overall limit, if the committee should 
undertake to do something in that regard, on the weight of trucks 
should be per axle or per overall unit ? 

Mr. Sours. I would prefer, Mr. Chairman, at this time not to make 
a statement on that matter. It is a rather controversial one, and one 
which will require a considerable amount of research work, a lot of 
which has been done by the Bureau of Public Roads under the direc- 
tion of the section of the law which you just read. 

Senator Gore. The committee will thoroughly respect your desire 
in that respect. 

A couple of years ago, I rode on the old Roman road leading out 
of Rome. It is still carrying traffic and a lot of it. Do you think our 
modern engineers can approach the roadbuilding skill of the Romans? 

Mr. Sours. I would say the construction of those roads was largely 
a matter of brute strength. Those roads were built with slave labor. 
They were built with tremendously thick layers of broken stone, large 
pieces of stone, some of them 3 and 4 feet thick. It would be extr emely 
costly to attempt anything of that kind today. I think we can build 
roads that will hold up with a much thinner road surface, and, of 
course, at, much less cost. 

There is not any question but what the old Roman roads have held 
up through the centuries and probably will continue; but my own 
opinion is that that type would not be practical today, in the first 
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place, from the standpoint of the cost; and, in the second place, the 
time consumed to build it. 

We find this occasionally in locating a road : at times it is impossible 
to avoid certain sections of what we might call swampland, unsuitable 
material. When we get into that problem, we have to go into a much 
thicker design and remove some of the unsuitable material, and it 
becomes extremely costly. 

I am thinking of that when I compare the cost of the early Roman 
roads with ours. 

Senator Gore. Not being an engineer or anything ap pee whing one, 
I know I am skating on extremely thin ice in this field, but it is, of 
course, as some other members have said, a duty of this committee and 
we must exercise some wisdom on this matter. 

It is our responsibility to come to some conclusion; and as I have 
seen these concrete slabs being to crack and water accumulate under 
them and squash out when a big truck goes over them, I have wondered 
if we are not spending too much on the crust and too little on the 
foundation. 

Mr. Sours. I might say this: that in recent years much more atten- 
tion is being paid to subgrading, subsoil conditions. 

As I mentioned a moment ago in connection with the Ohio Turn- 
pike, and this is typical of any other careful selection of the items 
that go into the ts ed concrete is more carefully selected, and also 
the material that goes under it. 

It may be gravel or slag or crushed stone or some other free-flowing 
material, but it is laid in a sheet under the slab so the theory is that 
water which either drains in from the side or comes in from the bottom, 
cannot come in contact with the bottom of the slab enough to do it 
harm. 

Senator Gore. Again, this is only a question that has come to my 
mind, on which I have no fixed opinion, but I have wondered at the 
advisability of having such a rigid crust, whether or not the surface 
should be of something other than cement or concrete. 

Mr. Sours. I am afraid that one is one 

Senator Gore. Is that controversial too? 

Mr. Sours. It is quite controversial. 

Senator Martin. You know the matter of the repair of the Penn- 
sylvania Turnpike has been a very serious matter, the matter of dig- 
ging out that concrete and the other maintenance, and you have to 
haul it quite a ways to dispose of it and then replace it—it is awfully 
expensive, and we have been experimenting with a black-top cover. 

Have you given any thought to that? I have been trying to get our 
people to try it out fora long while, because it will be much less expen- 
sive, and I am wondering whether you have given that any considera- 
tion or whether you have observed where it has been used. 

Mr. Sours. I might relate experience in my own State of Ohio. We 
started out quite early building hard-surface highways connecting 
the various cities; and as a result our system deteriorated much earlier. 

Senator Martin. You first built them out of black top; did you not? 

Mr. Sours. That is right. Many of these highways were not de- 
signed to handle the type of traffic they are now called on to handle, 
and as a result of that many of them started to fail. 
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Many years ago we were faced with the problem of fixing them, 
because we had to either rebuild them or salvage them some way; so 
a 16-foot road was widened to 20 or 22 feet, and resurfaced them with 
bituminous concrete or black top. It has served very well. 

We have done a lot of excellent work and have preserved many of 
those old pavements for a long period of time. 

Senator Martin. The reason I am asking you is you people and 
Congressman McGregor have done very fine work along that line. 

You have very heavy traffic, because I presume Ohio has more what 
I call medium cities than any other State in the Union, which means 
enormous traffic, and I just wondered what your experience had been. 

Mr. Sours. It has been quite successful. We have, of course, built 
some new construction on a flexible base, but the principle used has 
been salvage and it has worked out very well. 

Senator Gore. Do you have some questions, Senator Case / 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I was just going to comment you may 
not be an engineer, but I think your observation is one anyone could 
share who has had occasion to look at some airstrip pavements. 

I know that in north Africa, the reason for all that work that had 
to be done over there was that they put some concrete slab on some 
improper bases, and when they put the jets on them, the slab just 
teetered. 

Senator Gore. I visited those fields and saw that, and as a matter 
of fact was told by one whose opinion I respected, that had the surface 
been of a different type of construction, they could have built on top 
of it; but with the large slabs, the slabs just had to be removed. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add, before Mr. Sours 
leaves, that I think it is very helpful to the committee to have a man 
of his professional ability and sti anding to answer questions. 

I think he has answered his questions with a good deal of sureness 
and a sense of knowledge that has made it quite convincing. 

Senator Martin. Also I would like to comment he has been very 
frank, and he could have avoided answering different phases of those 
things, if he so desired. 

Senator Gorr. Those are intended as compliments, Mr. Sours. 

Senator Neuberger has not had an opportunity to question you. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, I was not here. I had another 
committee meeting and did not get here until 11 o’clock. I just want 
to ask one thing. Is there not some danger when, if we spend a dis- 
proportionate share of the funds available, on these limited access 
roads that we are going to do so at considerable sacrifice to people 
who live in remote places, people who have to get to market? 

That is the only thing I have been worried about—spending too 
much money on the Interstate System at the sacrifice of farm-to- 
market roads, county r oads, : and so forth. 

Mr. Sours. My own opinion is that we should, so far as possible, 
particularly when we are considering the Federal program, try, inso- 
far as practical, to spend the money on a needs basis, and of course, 
the Interstate System primarily—while it is limited in mileage—I 
believe it carries about one-seventh of the total traffic of the Nation. 

That being the case, it would seem logical that a high concentration 
of expenditures be made on that system. 
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The normal, regular Federal-aid program would still continue, as 
I understand, on the secondary systems and on the other roads. Of 
course, we have the States and the counties and in some cases the town- 
ships which are interested and partially responsible at least for devel- 
opment of local roads, secondary roads, farm-to-market roads, and so 
forth. 

I think we can get it out of balance. 

Senator Neupercer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Iam sorry I came 
in late. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Sours. We want to add to your 
compliments. You have been an excellent witness. 

Mr. Ropzertson. Mr. Chairman, next we have Mr. A. T. Goldbeck, 
who was chairman of Task Force No. 2, and who is engineering direc- 
tor of the National Crushed Stone Association, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Goldbeck. 

Senator Gore. The committee will be pleased to hear you, Mr. 
Goldbeck. 

Mr. Go.pseck. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, the full statement will be inserted 
in the record. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 
Presented by A. T. Goldbeck 


(An evaluation of the ability and readiness of the engineering profession and 
the highway industry to plan, design and execute a program to eliminate the 
$101 billion deficiencies in the nation’s highways in a period of 10 years prepared 
by the American Road Builders’ Association, Washington, D.C.) 


REPORT OF TASK FORCE NO, 2 MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES 


A. T. Goldbeck, chairman, engineering director, National Crushed Stone Associa- 
tion, Washington, D.C. 

Arvin S. Wellborn, chief engineer and secretary, the Asphalt Institute, Asphalt 
Institute Building, University of Maryland, College Park, Md. 

E. W. Bauman, managing director, National Slag Association, Washington, D. C. 

Harold M. Ridlon, assistant director of commercial research, United States Steel 
Corp., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Armand E. Keeley, president, Prismo Safety Corp., Huntingdon, Pa. 

H. C. Delzell, managing director, Concrete Reinforcing Steel Institute, Chicago, 
Til. 

INTRODUCTION 


In pursuance of a resolution adopted by the ARBA board of directors on 
September 14 as supplemented by coordinating instructions from ARBA head- 
quarters, task force No. 2 is charged with the responsibility of investigating and 
reporting on the ability of the highway material and supply industries and 
supporting services to meet the requirements of a 10-year $101 billion highway 
construction program and to evaluate problems pertinent thereto. . 

The investigations of this task group are based on the current 1954 annual 
highway program of $4 billion being increased to $6 billion during the first year 
of a 10-year program; to $8 billion in the second year; to $10 billion in the third 
year; and to $11 billion in the fourth and each of 6 successive years until the 
$101 billion highway deficiencies on the Nation’s highways are eliminated. 

This appraisal covers the following subjects: 

Portland cement 
Aggregates 

Bituminous materials 

Steel 

Structural steel fabrication 
Culverts 
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Traffic signs and markings 
Other materials 
The following is a breakdown of the total estimated current and possible future 
highway construction expenditures for a 4-year expansion period and for a 
sustained level of $11 billion for 6 years thereafter : 


Expenditures in billion dollars 


| | | 
| 1954 Ist | 2d 3d 4th 5th-10th 


| 
ea. ee aN - 2 
Total construction expenditure ___ 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0 11.0 11.0 
Right-of-way and engineering 5 7 lL. |} 1.6 2.0 | 2.0 
Net construction volume 3.5 5.3 6.9/ 84 9.0 | 9.0 


To be practical, this appraisal must be confined to the estimates in the above 
table designated “Net construction volume.” It is that phase of the estimate that 
reflects work within which materials and supplies are actually incorporated. 
Right-of-way costs also reflect material consumption, especially in urban areas 
because buildings and other improvements cleared on the right-of-way site must 
be replaced somewhere else. However, the quantities of these items are too 
uncertain at this time to be included in requirements. 

It is also essential throughout this appraisal to consider the kind of work that 
will be involved in the above estimates. For example, the estimates include the 
construction of approximately 300,000 bridges, from some large ones on the 
Interstate System of highways to many small structures on the extensive mileage 
of local land-service roads. 

Consideration is also given to the variation in material usage on each of the 
highway systems and to the trends in material usage in specific States. For 
example, on the high-volume traffic, limited-access expressways, often costing 
over a million dollars a mile, the consumption of cement and asphalt per mile 
of highway surface and the aggregates used in the base under the pavement are 
extensive. Again on these same expressways some States have a preference for 
one material as against another. In contrast, on the more than 2 million miles 
of local land-service roads, the use of asphalt or concrete surfaces is less prevalent 
and larger estimates must be included for aggregate-type surfaces. The cost of 
improving these roads in many instances is not over $10,000 per mile. 

Finally, the highway requirements cannot stand alone. This appraisal must 
take into consideration the normal needs of other industries and highway main- 
tenance, as well as those of the 10-year expanded road-construction program. 

The maximum material use during the proposed 10-year highway-construction 
program will occur when the construction of the fourth-year program is fully 
underway. The maximum material demand could not therefore occur before 
1959 or 1960. During the ensuing period 1955 through 1959, the demand would 
gradually increase as shown on chart 1 attached (material requirements, ex- 
panded highway-construction program). 


PORTLAND CEMENT 


The supply of cement is one of the major items investigated. Cement produc- 
tion is limited by two major factors: one is clinker production and grinding 
‘apacity, and the other is storage. Many plants located in the northern part of 
the country have a far greater clinker production and grinding capacity than 
can be effectively utilized under the seasonal demand existing in those areas. 
Ordinarily, only small amounts of cement are sold in those areas during the 
winter months. During this period, grinding capacity is limited by the amount 
of cement that can be sold plus the amount that can be carried in storage at the 
beginning of the construction season. It is not economic or practical to construct 
sufficient storage for a 12-month capacity operation of the burning and grinding 
facilities. Another factor that limits annual production in the north central 
area of the country is the seasonal characteristics of lake transport. In this 
area clinker is often transported long distances by water and therefore grinding 
capacity during the period of transport shutdown is also limited by clinker 
storage capacity when transport closes for the season. 

It is estimated that the present capacity of existing plants operating under 
the conditions outlined above is about 280 million barrels per year. This is 15 
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million barrels more than the current production rate of 265 million barrels per 
year. 

Highway construction at its present level uses about 50 million barrels of 
cement a year on the job site. It also uses many other products, particularly 
concrete culvert pipe, that require cement in their production. Based on cur 
rent production rates, it is estimated that approximately 215 million barrels of 
cement are used for all construction other than highway construction, for all 
types of maintenance, including highway maintenance, and for the production 
of concrete products, including those used in highways. 

The expanded highway program will require an additional 112 million barrels 
of cement. At the peak of the program, during the 4th through 10th years, 
approximately 161 million barrels of cement will be used each year. This 
amounts to over half the current production, and, as shown on the following 
table, exceeds the current production in some areas. 


. 11,000 000,000 
Capacity in $i. . ’ 


highway 

Region of eae * program 
: requirements 
“ . n 1,000 barrels 
1. New York and New England ‘ 17, 700 16. 798 

2. Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware, New Jersey, District of Colum 

bia “ . iS GO) mw, 121 
3. Ohio and West Virginia 265, 400 4, 190 
4. Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Wisconsin -- 42. 000 45, 603 
5. Southeast aS (MM 2), 092 
6. North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Iowa 22. 500 9.710 
7. Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, Arkansas. % ROK 15, 353 
8. Texas and New Mexico.................. 21, 900 6, 386 
9. Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona_. iM 1, 781 
10. Oregon and Washington. : 8. 300 OSS 
11. California ; s : 65, 100 10, 418 
a aa at ae ai ES ee Oe 280), 10K 161, 440 


It will be noted that in the New York-New England area and in the Michigan, 
Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, and Wisconsin area the requirements of cement 
for an $11 billion highway program would take the entire current cement 
production capacity and leave no supply for other users. 

As stated previously, approximately 15 million barrels of additional cement 
production could be obtained from present installations. In addition, new 
installations capable of producing at least 20 million barrels per year are now 
planned. It is probable, therefore, that if the demand for maintenance and other 
construction does not change materially, at least 35 million barrels of cement 
will be available for the expanded highway program. However, it is known 
that a material expansion in the production of concrete pipe will also be neces- 
sary, and it is estimated that the production of the additional pipe will require 
at least 4 million barrels of cement. This use will reduce the amount of cement 
available for on-the-job work such as pavement and bridges to 31 million barrels. 
This is only sufficient for a $2 billion expansion of the highway program. It 
will be necessary, therefore, for the cement industry to expand its production by 
approximately 80 million barrels if other demands remain at the current level. 

It is reported that at the present time the cement producers are contemplating 
the installation of additional facilities and that the installation of these facilities 
will raise the cement production capacity to 338 million barrels per year by 1956 
and to 407 million barrels by 1959. Since the total estimated requirements 
amount to only 380 million barrels, this increase in capacity should provide the 
cement needed for the expanded highway program. 


AGGREGATES 


Mineral aggregates will play an important part in an accelerated highway 
construction program. As previously indicated in this report, the aggrecate 
requirements for base and surface courses on high-traffic expressways will be 
extensive. The base and surface in many instances will exceed a depth of 24 
inches. Four or more traffic lanes will be provided on all expressway construc- 
tion and on most of the 40,000-mile Interstate System. Total bridge deficiencies 
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involve over 300,000 structures or about 38 percent of the Nation’s major highway 
structures. Concrete aggregate is an essential material for all bridges regardless 
of the type of construction materials used in the superstructure. 

Based on United States Bureau of Mines mineral market reports, total aggre- a 
gate production for 1952 was as follows: 







1952 production (1,000 tons) 
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1 Not including riprap and refractory stone. 


The following are estimates of quantities, by classes, which were consumed 
by highway construction and maintenance activities in 1952: 
























Material: 1,000 tone 
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a ae 452, 361 
The highway take for 1952 was, therefore, about 62 percent of related aggregate ' 
production. 


Based on trends, it is estimated that total production of all classes of aggre- 
gates suitable for highway work reached a level of approximately 810 million 
tons in 1954. By applying the 62-percent factor to the estimated 1954 production, 
the total highway consumption amounted to approximately 502 million tons of 
which 357 million tons were used in highway construction. 

The maximum annual requirement during a $11 billion highway construction 
program is estimated at an additional 535 million tons, or about 150 percent 
in excess of 1954 highway construction requirements. This maximum require- 
ment would not occur until the fourth year of the proposed program. 

Local shortages of aggregates will continue to exist in widely scattered areas 
of the United States, with long hauls of imported materials necessary. These 
areas are largely confined to delta topography and flat river valleys where bed- 
rock is not available and where natural deposits are of a fine silty nature or 
have unfavorable characteristics. Sections of Louisiana, North Dakota, Kansas, 
and Nebraska are typical of the above conditions. In most regions, however, 
there are adequate reserves of sand, gravel, and stone for an expanded highway 
construction program of the scope proposed. Aerial photogrammetry and other 
recently developed methods for locating buried natural deposits give promise to 
the discovery of additional aggregate sources in some of the more critical short- 
age areas. 

The basic problem with regard to aggregate supply for an accelerated highway 
construction program is one of expanding production capacity. The question 
therefore arises as to the ability of the aggregate industry and highway con- 
tractors to meet the demands and to determine what increase is possible with 
existing plants and what additional equipment will be needed. 

With regard to commercial producers of crushed stone, an inquiry was directed 
to the regional vice presidents of the National Crushed Stone Association to de- 
termine what they considered to be the possible percentage increase in plant 
capacity between 1952' and 1956. The replies indicated that increases ranging 
from 25 to 100 percent were possible. It is believed that an average 40-percent 
increase in production for the 4-year period would not be unreasonable. It is 
also believed that the sand and gravel industry could match this increase in 
production. The supply of slag is dependent on the activity of blast furnaces. 

In order to accomplish this increase in production, it would be necessary to 
make minor plant additions, to add additional shifts in some areas and to make 
greater use of stockpiling in the winter months. In the New England area 
crushed-stone plants are normally shut down from December 1 to March 15. 

It seems reasonable to suppose that a 40-percent increase in production over 
the 1954 rate could also be achieved with existing plants by the fourth year of 
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1 Latest year for which production data are available. 
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an expanded highway construction program. This would amount to about 32 
million tons and leave a deficit of about 211 million tons to be provided with 
new equipment. Crushing and screening equipment would be needed for about 
half of the 211 million tons. 

Task force No. 4 of the American Road Builders’ Association, which was pr 
marily interested in new machinery and equipment requirements for the ex- 
panded program, has also studied this problem. It is the opnion of task force 
No. 4 that 560 additional portable crushing and screening plants will be needed 
in the maximum expansion year to produce the additional aggregates that re 
qure such processing. An additional annual requirement of 500 crushing and 
screening plants is some 60 units over the peak capacity previously achieved by 
the manufacturers of such equipment. It is anticipated that the equipment in- 
dustry will be fully capable of producing the additional aggregate-producing 
equipment once the program is firmed up and sufficient lead time is given. 

The conclusion is reached that sufficient aggregates can be produced to meet 
the needs of a $101 billion program if construction is accomplished at a gradually 
increasing tempo and extended over a period of 10 years. 


BITUMINOUS MATERIALS 


The expansion of the highway program to a $11 billion level will increase the 
use of bituminous materials appreciably. At the present time some 18 million 
tons of bituminous materials are being produced. Highway construction uses 
only a third of this. The remainder is used for highway maintenance, the pro 
duction of roofing materials, and other purposes. 

There are, however, several sources from which the additional bituminous 
materials can be obtained. The major source is, of course, the refining of crude 
petroleum. Crude petroleum provides the basic asphalt for paving and for the 
production of cutbacks and emulsion and road oil. A second source is the tar 
obtained as a byproduct in the iron and steel and the manufactured-gas in- 
dustries. The third source is the natural asphalts and rock asphalts produced 
in this country and abroad. The bituminous material supply possibilities will 
be discussed under three broad headings. 


(1) Petroleum refining 


The production of asphalt and asphalt products from petroleum has increased 
approximately 6 percent a year since World War II. Approximately 79 million 
barrels or 14,343,000 tons were produced in 1953. Another 400,000 tons of petro- 
leum asphalt were imported. The production of this quantity was dictated by 
demand and was not limited by either the availability of crude petroleum or of 
refining and storage facilities. Asphalt is only one of the many products obtained 
from the refining of crude petroleum. The amount of asphalt obtained from a 
given crude can be varied by changing the amount of other products produced, 
such as residual fuel oil and coke. In addition, the various available crudes 
have different asphalt production potentialities. Asphalt production could be 
doubled without increasing or Changing the crude supply and without changing 
the gravity of the crude petroleum being refined. 

The type of crude can, of course, also be varied at many refineries. Increased 
use of heavier crudes would further increase production possibilities. Actually, 
in many areas of the country, heavy asphaltic crudes are in surplus supply for, 
in many cases, it has not been profitable to refine these high asphalt content 
crudes because of the lack of a residual market. 

The availability of asphalt on the eastern seaboard is particularly favorable 
for any foreseeable need. With crude sources now being utilized, production can 
be more than doubled with no additional refining facilities. In addition, a new 
refinery will go into production in this area in 1955 which has a potential capacity 
of 700,000 tons of asphalt per year. 

The Ohio-Great Lakes area is in an excellent position to supply all needs for 
asphaltic products. In 1954, four new refineries were built which produce asphalt 
in large quantities. One of these refineries is capable of increasing its present 
production 5 times or some 200,000 tons without additional facilities. 

The Southwest and gulf areas are capable of increasing asphalt production 
Several times the 1953 volume by availability of heavier asphaltic crudes and 
increasing production to present capacity. The Middle Atlantic States are in 
a similar position. 

The Pacific coast area is capable of more than doubling present production 
because of the large surplus of heavy asphaltic crude available. At the present 
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time asphaltic residuals are being stored in large quantities in California because 
of lack of a market. 

There are idle asphalt refineries in the Middle West and west coast that could 
be placed in operation if the market demanded. 

No shortage in storage for asphalt is foreseen because of the present program 
of increasing these facilities throughout the United States. New terminals and 
distribution centers are constantly being built from which delivery can be made 
by tank truck to almost any section of the country. 

It is conservatively estimated that current asphalt production could be in- 
creased by at least 16 million tons without any appreciable expansion of facil- 
ities and imports could be increased by at least 500,000 tons. 


(2) Coal distillation 


In 1953, some 828,729,000 gallons, approximately 3.5 million tons of tar, were 
produced from the distillation of coal. Of this, 127,333,000 gallons were burned 
as fuel. Only 700 million gallons or 3 million tons were available as bituminous 
materials. Tar is one of the many byproducts of coke and gas production A 
large part of the coke production is used in the production of steel. Tar produc- 
tion, therefore, varies with the production of steel. The expanded highway pro- 
gram will increase steel production, now running at about 73 percent of capac- 
ity, by 4 percent. It is possible therefore to obtain, if the use of tar as a fuel 
is curtailed, some 175 million gallons or 742,000 tons of additional tar during 
the expanded highway program. 


(3) Natural asphalts and rock asphalts 


Another source of bituminous materials is the asphaltic content of the rock 
asphalts mined in this country and the lake asphalts imported from such areas 
as Trinidad. In 1958, 1.4 million tons of rock asphalt were produced. This 
production can be considered as equivalent to the production of 98,000 tons of 
liquid bitumen. In addition, some 200,000 tons of lake asphalt are imported. 
The total material supplied from this source is therefore less than 300,000 tons. 
If demand increased, it could be raised to 500,000 tons or more, an increase in 
total supply of 200,000 tons. 

It should be possible therefore to increase the production of bituminous mate- 


rials by over 17 million tons without substantial increases in productive or 
storage capacities. The expansion of the highway construction program will 
increase the consumption of bituminous materials by 7 million tons. It appears 
therefore that all the bituminous materials needed for the proposed construction 
program can be supplied without creating shortages in the highway maintenance 
supply or in the supply for other users of asphalt or asphalt products. 


STEEL 


The steel requirements of the expanded highway program are also shown on 
chart No. 1. Overall ingot capacity is not of course a problem since the total 
annual steel requirements of the expanded highway program will amount to only 
5,500,000 tons and steel production, even at this time of the year when the 
seasonal steel demand is high, is running at an annual rate of 95 million tons, 
approximately 73 percent of capacity. The additional ingot production required 
for the expanded highway program (products plus scrap) amounts to about 
4,600,000 tons which is only 4 percent of the total steel capacity. Ingot produc- 
tion is not therefore a problem. In addition, the steel requirement for the 
increased equipment production may amount to 1 percent of ingot capacity. 
This requirement will, however, come in the third and fourth years, somewhat 
in advance of the peak material requirements. It will not therefore increase 
ingot requirements appreciably. 


(1) Structural steel shapes 


Structural steel shapes will however be somewhat of a problem. Structural 
steel Shape production capacity is estimated to be approximately 5,800,000 tons 
per year. The industry produced during the past year (October 1953 through 
September 1954) approximately 4,900,000 tons, or some 900,000 tons less than 
industry capacity. 

It is estimated that the current highway construction program uses 656,000 
tons of shapes per year. Based on the 1954 production rate of 4,900,000 tons 
per year, the current use by other construction and industry amounts to some 
4,200,000 tons per year. While some of the heavy steel-using construction levels 
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are receding somewhat, it is thought that because of the general rise in the 
overall economic level, the use by other industries will remain at least as high 
during the next 10 years as it is now. 

The expanded highway program, starting in the fourth year of the program, 
will require an additional 1,564,000 tons of steel shapes per year or a total of 
2,220,000 tons of shape per year. Since under current production levels there 
are some 968,000 tons of idle shape capacity, only 596,000 tons of additional 
capacity are needed and it is contemplated under the steel industry expansion 
program now underway to increase shape production by 600,000 tons. Com 
pletion of this program will therefore provide the necessary shape production 
capacity. The probable area use of the structural steel shapes is shown on the 
following table. It will be noted that major use will be in the northeast, middle- 
Atlantic, and lake areas. These three areas will use about half the total 
However, shapes can be shipped relatively long distances without appreciable 
increases in cost and therefore area production is not too great a problem. 


Highway construction requirements of structural steel shapes, by regions 


[Thousand tons] 


Region Wide flange} Standard Bearing 
shapes shapes piles 
New York and New England__- 
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, District of Columbia, 
Maryland, Delaware, Puerto Rico 
Southeast K Seiad 
Wisconsin, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, 
Kentucky. ; - - 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Nebraska, 
Iowa, Missouri, Kansas 
Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, New 
Mexico a ee eae aa i 
. Washington, Oregon, Idaho, California, Nevada, 
Hawaii 
. Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, Arizona 


SERED Pa Peet aa 


(2) Wide-flange structural shapes 

In the recent past, the supply of wide-flange shapes has been a most critical 
item insofar as highway construction is concerned. However, the production of 
this item has been expanded during the last 2 years, and it is estimated that the 
steel industry now has the capacity to produce about 2,200,000 tons per year. 

Current estimates also indicate that the present production rate of wide-flange 
structural shapes is about 2 million tons per year. Highway construction now 
uses about 368,000 tons and the use in other construction and maintenance is 
approximately 1,632,000 tons. 

It is expected that the expanded highway program will in the peak construc- 
tion years use some 1,246,000 tons, or about 878,000 tons more than is now being 
used. The area use of the wide-flange shape is shown in the table on the foregoing 
page. 

As stated previously, present capacity exceeds production by some 200,000 
tons. It should not be necessary therefore to expand production by more than 
678,000 tons. In addition, the 600,000-ton expansion of shape capacity now 
underway is in the wide-flange area. When this is completed and considering 
that other uses hold at about the present level, the estimated requirements will 
exceed production by only 78,000 tons. Additional. expansion in this amount 
should not prove a problem. 


(3) Plate 


Highway construction uses only a small part of the plate production and, 
unless other demands change, the supply of plate should be ample. As shown 
on chart No. 1, the additional requirements of plate under the peak construction 
level will amount to 385,000 tons. Another 200,000 tons may be required for 
additional equipment production. Plate production in August of this year was 
down to 365,000 tons, and the monthly capacity is about 650,000 tons. All the 
additional plate required for the highway program could therefore have been 
produced in less than 2 months. 
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(4) Reinforcing bar 

Reinforeing-bar consumption will be increased materially by the expanded 
highway program, However, reinforcing bars are a product that can be pro- 
duced either on the mills normally assigned to that production or on most of the 
mills normally assigned to the production cf other types of bars. This fact is 
illustrated in the following table of reinforcing-bar production, shipments, and 
capacity. 








Production Shipments Rated capacity 








Year: Tons Tons Tons 
1944!__.. - ae ee siasidlcth-diclaibscm aoa cared 628, 944 654, 000 1, 538, 950 
1945 1__. ; sales a : 834, SO6 838, 000 1, 538, 950 
1946 i : Snare , ae 1, 167, 038 1, 190, 000 1, 538, 950 
1947__..- - ; . nis iw git wy bemato See 1, 466, 822 1, 453, 000 1, 538, 950 
1948 ee 1, 560, 928 1, 542, 000 1, 512, 400 
1949... : sieioe | 1, 663, 847 | 1, 573, 000 1, 658, 060 
1950__. > ‘ - ; | 1, 832, 606 1, 674, 000 1, 658, 060 
1951 ; . | 2, O84, 776 1, 900, 000 1, 658, 060 
1952_. ~ ‘i : Bt ee Og oad 1, 974, 276 1, 813, 000 1, 958, 480 
1953 .. sails cailitastabensaieateceeibaiia fosseuidiaiiielieen seas oS 2, 042, 282 | 1, 849, 000 | 1, 958, 480 









1 Production limited by WPB directives. 


It will be noted that in the years 1951, 1952, and 1953 the annual production 
exceeded the rated production capacity. The additional production was per- 
formed on those mills normally assigned to tke production of other types of bars. 

It is estimated that the industry capacity for the production of bars other than 
reinforcing amounts to 14 million tons. The current production rate for these 
products amounts to approximately 11 million tons. There is therefore some 3 
million tons of idle bar-mill capacity. Much of this capacity, at least two-thirds 
or some 2 million tons, could be used for the production of reinforcing bars. 

In the latest year for which full records are available—1953—only 100,000 tons 
of this capacity was used for bar production. It must be considered therefore 
that at least 1.9 million tons of idle reinforcing bar capacity is now available. 
If the demand for other bars and for reinforcing bar in other construction in- 
dustries does not increase materially, this is more than enough capacity to supply 
the additional 1.8 million tons needed for the expanded highway program. It is 
also expected that before the highway demand can increase to that level, some- 
time in 1959 or 1960, the steel industry will increase their bar-production capac- 
ity. It does not appear probable, therefore, that there will be any shortage of 
reinforcing bars during the construction of the expanded highway program. 

It is possible, however, that there will be some expansion needed in the bar 
fabricating industry. Expansion of this industry should not, however, be too 
difficult. 


(5) Welded-wire fabric and mesh reinforcement 

The supply of wire-fabrie reinforcement for pavements and of wire-mesh re- 
inforcement for reinforced-concrete pipe is another very critical problem. Wire 
fabric or mesh reinforcement has three principal uses: Reinforced-concrete pave- 
ments, reinforced-concrete pipe, and building construction. While there are some 
major differences between the different types of fabric or mesh, and some of the 
larger sizes cannot be produced on the smaller machines, there is a large amount 
of production capacity on which fabric can be produced for any of the three 
uses. 


The following table shows the welded wire reinforcement capacity and ship- 
ments for each year since 1945. 





[In thousands of tons] 























| Capacity. Shipments | Capacity | Shipments 
12 a | 12 | at a 
Year months’ | Year months’ | 
| opera- .) | Highway opera- ,) | Highway 
} tion Total | pavement tion | Total |pavement 
pment peomeered rr -| 
Rs siecnatias chet 400 | 111 | REL: cialis | 575 | 358 | 64 
46 pebeeeuseoameties 400 210 J | 600 341 | 53 
Dl mictincmisiaeme 475 | 213 | SN see oececerces : 600 384 | 67 
eee oa 500 | 237 |  _f 4 eee eee 675 1 425 | 190 
__ ERASER: 500 | 258 _ . See 750 | 


Balin pins coh sole indal 322 56 


$25 





1 Estimated. 
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It will be noted that the total shipments in any one year are about 30 or 40 
percent lower than the 12-month capacity. This is a characteristic of welded 
wire reinforcement industry that serves to limit production possibilities. Wire 
fabric and mesh are bulky products and large amounts cannot be stored by the 
manufacturer. In addition, some 20 different types of paving fabric and some 
60 types of pipe mesh are commonly specified by the users, and the manufacturer 
cannot anticipate just which type will be ordered next. This adds to the difficulty 
of advance production. The use of wire reinforcement, especially in the North, 
is highly seasonal. Under current practices, therefore, the practical annual 
capacity must be based on an &8- or 9-month production year rather than on a 
12-month production year. It is estimated therefore that the practical production 
capacity in 1956, without additional expansion, will be approximately 575,000 tons 
per year. 

It is estimated that approximately 99,000 tons of highway pavement rein- 
forcement were used in 1954. Some 8,000 or 9,000 tons of this was bar mat. 
The rest—some 90,000 tons—was wire fabric. It is also estimated that 140,000 
tons of mesh were used in the production of reinforced-concrete pipe. The 
remainder of the production, 195,000 tons, was used in building and other con 
struction. 

The expanded highway program will require, sometime after 1959 or 1960, 
an additional 215,000 tons of paving reinforcement. It is estimated that about 
200,000 tons of this will be wire fabric. It is also estimated that an additional 
81,000 tons of wire mesh will be required in the manufacture of the culvert pipe 
required for the expanded program. It is estimated, therefore, that the expan- 
sion of the highway program will increase welded wire reinforcement consump- 
tion by 281,000 tons. 

As shown on the preceding table, the estimated 1954 welded wire reinforcement 
production amounted to 425,000 tons. Considering that other demands hold level, 
the total requirements during the peak program period will amount to 706,000 
tons. 

As shown on the table, the 1956 production capacity will be 825,000 tons per 
year. When the expanded market becomes firm, it is expected that current pro 
ducers will further increase capacity. It is also possible that some of the major 
steel producers that are not now producing welded-wire fabric will start produc- 
tion. If so, the 12-month capacity will be increased by at least another 200,000 
tons by 1960. It is expected therefore that the total theoretical production 
capacity can be increased to approximately 1 million tons before the full expan- 
sion of the material requirements occurs. 

It must be kept in mind, however, that the practical capacity under existing 
conditions will be only 70 percent of this or 700,000 tons. However, concerted 
group action by the welded wire fabric producers, the highway engineers, and 
the contractors could effect a reduction in the production loss due to the seasonal 
characteristics of the market. Such group action should endeavor to 

(a) Reduce the present number of standard types of fabric ordered and thus 
reduce changeover time, decrease production costs, and increase off-season pro- 
duction. 

(b) Time contract lettings so that the contractors could purchase their pave 
ment reinforcing and reinforced-concrete pipe during the slack winter season 
and store the material at the job site. This would reduce the differential be- 
tween the practical and theoretical capacity of the industry, increase off-season 
production, and reduce production costs, 

In essence, it is expected that, even operating under current practices, the 
welded-wire fabric and mesh-reinforcement industry will have a production ca- 
pacity at least equal to the peak requirements generated by the highway pro- 
gram. With some reduction in the seasonal characteristics of the industry 
which can be accomplished by the concerted action of all concerned, this capacity 
can be increased materially. With even a small increase in practical capacity, 
the peak requirements can be met with ease. 


STRUCTURAL STEEL FABRICATION 


It is estimated that the steel-fabrication industry, operating on its present 
schedule, can fabricate some 3,500,000 tons of steel per year. It is now operating 
at a rate of approximately 3,240,000 tons per year. Of the 3,240,000 tons fabri- 
cated, 2,536,000 tons were fabricated for other users. Highway fabrication 
amounted to only 704,000 tons. 
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The expanded highway program will require an additional 1.7 million tons of 
fabricated steel. The fabricators should be able to handle 260,000 tons of this 
without material changes in personnel or working hours. An increase in work- 
ing hours to two S-hour shifts could of course add considerably to the present 
capacity, probably as much as 50 percent. This would raise the capacity to 
over 5 million tons per year or 1.8 million tons above the present level. It is 
also expected that the structural steel fabricators wil expand to some degree. 
This expansion will probably take place in those areas in which fabricating 
capacity is now short. This is ample capacity for the expanded highway program. 

The area requirements for highway-steel fabrication under the peak program 
are shown on the following table. 


Mazimum annual requirements by regions—Fabrication capacity for $11 billion 
highway construction program 
Total 
requirements 
Area: (1,000 tons) 
1. New York and New England__-- eee 

2. New Jersey, Pennsylvania, District of Columbia, Maryland, Dela- 

ware, Puerto Rico___- 


3o0 
3. Southeast 233 
4. Wisconsin, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Kentucky__-----~- 476 
5. North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Nebraska, Iowa, Mis- 
Nr, a ea : 184 
. Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico 197 
. Wshington, Oregon, Idaho, California, Nevada, Hawaii___--~-~-~- 223 
. Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, Arizona___- 


Nationwide 


CULVERTS 
(1) Reinforced concrete pipe 

The American Concrete Pipe Association estimates that approximately 11 
million tons of reinforced concrete pipe were produced in 1954. This production 
required about 14 million barrels of portland cement and approximately 400,000 
tons of steel. Sewer and culvert pipe took about half of the steel quantities or 
approximately 290,000 tons. Of this 200,000 tons of steel consumption, it is 
estimated that ab>ut 70 percent, or 140,000 tons, was wire mesh reinforcement. 

During 1954, when the total expenditures for highway construction were at 
an approximate $4 billion level, it is estimated that 17,680,000 linear feet of 
reinforced concrete pipe were put in place. Based on an average 24-inch-diameter 
pipe, this would amount to 2,333,760 tons, or about 21 percent of the 1954 tonnage. 

The maximum additional annual construction requirement for an expanded 
highway-construction program would occur in the fourth year of the program. 
At that time an additional 3,587,000 tons over and above the 1954 requirement 
would be needed, making a total highway construction requirement of 5,922,000 
tons for that year. The maximum additional annual requirement of 3,587,000 
tons of reinforced concrete pipe will generate a need for an additional 3,946,000 
barrels of portland cement and 81,000 tons of reinforcing mesh. 

The concrete-pipe industry reports that it could expand its present production 
by 20 percent during the normal 8-hour shift and by 100 percent if work was 
placed on a 16-hour-per-day basis. It will require about a 33-percent increase 
in present production to meet the maximum expansion requirements. No addi- 
tional plant expansion of major scope would be needed to achieve the increase 
in production that will result from an accelerated highway-construction program 
although additional steam-curing equipment may be needed. 

No regional shortages of pipe are anticipated because of manufacturing capac- 
ity. Temporary shortages in portland cement and wire mesh may slow up pro- 
duction in some areas. Shortages in the supply of these basic materials have 
previously occurred on a regional basis but, on the whole, the delays occasioned 
by these shortages have been minor in nature. Hot-rolled steel rods have been 
used as a substitute for wire mesh reinforcement during a shortage of the latter 
material. 

The industry operates on a year-long basis with no major shutdown of the 
plants located in the Northern States because of subfreezing temperatures. 
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(2) Corrguated metal pipe 


From the best available information, it is estimated that 136,000 tons of cor 
rugated metal pipe were used in highway construction during 1054. The maxi 
mum additional annual requirement for an expanded highway-construction pro 
gram is estimated at 137,000 tons, making the maximum annual highway-con 
struction requirement (including highway maintenance and other construction ) 
about 273,000 tons. Since the corrugated metal pipe industry is now operating 
at a little over one-third of peak capacity, no difficulty is anticipated in supplying 
the additional quantity needed for an $11.0 billion highway program level. It is 
likely that any of the large producers are capable of supplying all of the addi 
tional requirements without plant expansion. Sheet was one of the few steel 
shapes that was in good supply during the more recent period of controlled ma 
terials. 

TRAFFIC SIGNS AND MARKINGS 


A report of this type would not be complete without some brief comments on 
traffic sign and marking materials and their prospective use during an accelerated 
highway-construction program. Nearly all traffic sigus now used on the principal 
thoroughfares of the Nation are manufactured with reflective materials. Con 
siderable quantities of traffic paints are also reflectorized. 

One of the results of modern-day highway standards is the elimination of the 
need for warning signs with the result that, under most circumstances, fewer 
signs are now required on newly finished projects than were required prior to 
the improvement. It does not follow, however, that fewer sign materials will 
be required since there is a trend toward the use of larger information and direc 
tion signs, particularly on expressway construction. When interchanges are pro 
vided to separate traffic flows, more traffic signs are often required than were 
previously needed when the intersecting routes crossed at grade. 

Suitable aluminum alloys have recently been developed that will permit the 
use of the thinner sheet material, without bracing, on the more common standard 
size warning and regulatory signs. Aluminum sheet is also being widely used 
for large expressway signs. 

During 1954 two important revisions in sign standards were adopted by the 
Joint Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices along with many other 
changes. The revisions which will have the greatest effect on new highway 
construction involve the red stop sign and the introduction of the yield sign. 

It is estimated that some 330,000 signs and markers were placed on new 
highway-construction projects during 1954 when the total expenditures for con 
struction were at a $4-billion level, 

During the fourth expansion year, when the $11 billion construction level is 
expected to be reached, requirements for new highway construction will pyramid 
to 908,000 signs and markers. 

Sign manufacturers and the manufacturers of basic sign materials have dem- 
onstrated their ability to produce under adverse supply conditions and will have 
no difficulty in furnishing the above maximum expansion requirements, while 
at the same time fully taking care of the much larger highway-maintenance 
needs. 

When adequate sight distances are built into our modern highways, the need 
for marking “no passing” zones with traffic paint is largely eliminated. At the 
same time, however, pavement markings will be required on many miles of 
highways not previously marked because of the constant increase in traffic. It 
has been estimated that over 5 million gallons of traffic paint are used annually 
to mark the Nation’s streets and highways. 

While some of the high-grade paint pigments such as the titanium oxides were 
in short supply during the recent controlled-materials period, no difficulty is 
expected in providing an adequate supply of good quality traffic paint during 
the proposed expanded highway-construction program. 


OTHER MATERIALS 


As shown on chart No. 1, substantial quantities of lumber, timber piling, clay 
products, petroleum products, and explosives will be needed for the expanded 
highway-construction program. It is expected that all of these materials will be 
in good supply and that no unusual measures need to be taken by manufac- 
turers to furnish peak requirements. Such items as paint, tires and tubes, nails, 
hardware, and other miscellaneous supplies should also be in good supply. 
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FINDINGS 


1. The maximum material use during the proposed 10-year highway-construc- 
tion program will occur during and subsequent to the fourth year. The maximum 
demand therefore would not have to be met before 1959 or 1960. During the 
ensuing period the demand will increase at a gradual rate. This will give industry 
an opportunity to plan and, if necessary, expand production for the peak 
requirements. 

2. Portland cement is one of the basic highway-construction materials. It 
might be in short supply, particularly in certain regions, if production is not 
expanded. The current highway-construction use of 50 million barrels of port- 
land cement (exclusive of precast products such as culverts) will increase to 
161 million in the fourth year and remain at that level throughout the remainder 
of the program period. Regional requirements in the New York-New England 
area and in the Michigan, I)linois, Indiana, Kentucky, and Wisconsin area would 
consume the entire current cement production capacity in these areas and leave 
no supply for other users, 

Although some increase in production is possible from present plant facilities 
and new plants having a 20-million-barrel production capacity are now planned, 
an additional 80 million barrels of production capacity will be needed for the 
peak years if the consumption by nonhighway users remains at present levels. 
Current indications are that the cement producers will increase production ca- 
pacity to 407 million barrels per year by 1959. This would provide the cement 
necessary for the expanded highway program. 

3. The production of aggregates could be increased by 324 million tons with 
relatively little expansion of existing facilities. Production at a higher rate 
will require the installation of additional equipment and the opening of addi- 
tional quarries and pits. It is expected, however, that the equipment necessary 
for that expansion will be available and that the aggregate industry will expand 
to meet the anticipated requirements when a firm market is assured. 

4. Present consumption of bituminous materials—asphalts, tars, and road 
oils—is estimated at 18 million tons per year. The expansion of the highway 
program will increase consumption by 7 million tons. Existing production facil- 
ities with only minor expansion could increase production by 17 million tons 
per year. This is more than ample for any possible highway program. 

5. Basic steel supply is not a problem. The structural steel supply, except for 
a slight shortage in wide-flange structural shapes, will be ample as soon as the 
600,000-ton plant-expansion program now authorized is completed. The small 
shortage of wide-flange shapes will probably be overcome by additional expan- 
sion. 

The use of reinforcing steel, especially paving reinforcing, will be increased 
materially. It is expected that the steel industry will be able to supply the 
reinforcing bar without difficulty by conversion of existing facilities. Consider- 
able expansion will however be necessary in the wire fabric, wire mesh, and 
bar mat areas. It is expected, however, that the steel industry will take the 
action necessary to meet the requirements as they become firm. 

6. Steel fabrication capacity amounts to some 3.5 million tons. Considering 
that other demands remain level, the peak requirement during the expanded 
highway program will amount to 4.9 million tons. Through increases in work- 
ing hours, it should be possible to increase production to 5 million tons per year. 
This, with some expansion in areas where capacity is short, will be more than 
ample for the expanded highway program. 

7. Production capacity is now available to meet the expanded requirements 
of both reinforced. concrete and corrugated metal pipe. Some additional steam- 
curing equipment may be needed for concrete pipe manufacture when the period 
of maximum requirements is reached. Regional shortages of portland cement 
and wire mesh might cause some curtailment in the manufacture of concrete 
pipe. However, the production capacity for both cement and wire mesh is 
being expanded and such delays, if they do occur, should be of short duration. 
No shortage is expected in the supply of sheet steel for corrugated metal pipe. 
Several of the large corrugated metal pipe producers have the capacity to furnish 
all of.the additional requirement needed for an accelerated highway construc- 
tion program. 

8. Traffic signs and markers and the all-important reflective materials needed 
in their manufacture will be in good supply. 
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9. Such highway construction materials and supplies as lumber, timber piling, 
petroleum products, explosives, paint, etc., are expected to be in good supply 
and no difficulty is anticipated in providing for peak requirements. 


CONCLUSION 


It is the conclusion of task force No. 2 that except for possible temporary 
regional shortages, the supply of basic highway construction materials will be 
ample for the demands of an $11 billion annual highway construction program. 
The task force is fully confident of the ability of American industry to expand 
production capacity when and where needed. 


STATEMENT OF A. T. GOLDBECK, ENGINEERING DIRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL CRUSHED STONE ASSOCIATION, ON BEHALF OF TASK 
FORCE NO. 2 OF THE AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Gotpseck. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
would first like to read the names of the members of task force No. 2. 
They were as follows: Arvin S. Wellborn, chief engineer and secretary, 
the Asphalt Institute, University of Maryland, College Park, Md.; 
E. W. Bauman, managing director, National Slag Association, Wash- 
ington, D. C.; Harold M. Ridlon, assistant director of commercial re- 
search, United States Steel Corp., Pittsburgh, Ao ; Armand E. Keeley, 
president, Prismo Safety Corp., Huntingdon, P : H.C. Delzell, man- 
aging director, Concrete Reinforcing Steel Teatiatn: Chicago, Ill.; 
and myself, managing director of the National Crushed Stone As- 
sociation, and chairman of this committee. 

I am privileged to report to you in my capacity as chairman of task 
force No. 2 on materials and supplies, of the American Road Builders 
Association. 

Through our task force members we had the knowledge of the sev- 
eral highway materials industries at our disposal, and fortunately, 
also, the factfinding facilities of the United States Bureau of Mines 
and the very excellent cooperation of the United States Bureau of 
Public Roads. 

A reasonable assumption had to be made as to the rate at which the 
proposed road program should progress, and it seemed to us sensible 
that a gradual approach to the peak rate of production be set as our 
goal. 

And so, in conformity with the results of extensive analyses of the 
material requirements of the proposed program by the Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads, we assumed the normal highway constr uction year to be one 
of $4 billion, which was stepped up to $6 billion, $8 billion, $10 billion, 
and $11 billion, as already explained to you by President Robertson, 
making a total of $101 billion for the 10-year period. 

Now, in regard to cement, the portland cement figures were col- 
lected by the United States Bureau of Mines. The industry is wide- 
spread and in 1954 produced an estimated 265 million barrels. 

Highway construction at its present level—that is the normal $4 
billion program—uses about 50 million barrels on the job site, and 
about 214 million barrels for concrete culvert pipe. 

There is in sight enough capacity to take care of the first year—the 
$6 billion program. 

We have word from cement manufacturers that there is now under- 
way a large improvement program, which, within a short period, will 
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increase the capacity of the mills by 20 million barrels. We also are 
informed that other increases will raise production capacity to 358 
million barrels by 1956 and to 407 million barrels by 1959. 

Assuming 1959 to be the beginning of the peak highway construc- 
tion, there will then be required 112 — barrels more than the 50 
million necessary during the normal year, 1954, when 265 million bar 
rels were produced by the industr y for all uses, 

There would finally be necessary for all construction, including 
maintenance, 265 plus 112, or, say 380 million barrels—it does not add 
up to exactly 380 million but almost that—leaving 407 minus 380, or 
27 million barrels representing increased production for other uses. 

If these plans for improvement as reported by the cement industry 
are consummated, that industry will be able to supply the cement 
necessary for the $101 billion program. 

You may be interested to know that there were 157 cement plants 
in 389 States and Puerto Rico in 1952 and probably there are over 160 
plants at present. 

In the aggregates—and that includes stone, sand, gravel, and slag— 
approximately 810 million tons of stone, sand, and gravel, and slag 
were produced in 1954, of which 357 million tons went into highway 
construction. 

It is estimated that 892 million tons will be needed for highway 
construction in the peak years—the 4th year through the 10th year. 
This is 535 million nes or 155 percent, more than the 357 million tons 
used in the normal yea 

We have reason to ie that in 4 years aggregate producers can 
very readily step up their present production ‘by 40 percent, or 324 
million tons, which is short by 535 minus 324 or 211 million tons, to be 
provided by new equipment waa new plants. 

It is estimated that this might require 560 additional portable plants, 
or their equivalent in large stationary plants plus a lesser number of 
portables. It is believed that the aggregate industries will be able to 
produce the tonnage required. 

The following is an order of the magnitude of the estimate of com- 
mercial aggregate plants in the United States: stone, 1,700; sand and 
gravel, 2,500 ; slag, 70, making a total of 2,470 commercial plants, 

This is a widespread and a very large industry. 

Now as to bituminous materials, including asphalt, tar, and the 
naturalized felts, and so on, bituminous materials will need to be in- 
creased by 7 million tons. The existing production facilities, with 
only minor expansion, could increase production by 17 million tons 
per year. This is far more than needed for any possible highway 
program. 

As to steel, at the end of 1954 the plants were operating at about 
75 percent of capacity, but now the rate has been stepped up to ap- 
proximately 90 to 95 percent. That isin the past 3 months. 

However, the additional ingot production from which the usable 
steel products required for highw ays and machinery are made, amounts 
to only about 5 percent of the entire production of steel. 

That is divided 1 percent for machinery and about 4 percent for 
the steel that goes into highways. 

It can be stated that basic steel supply is not a problem; that al- 
though structural steel shapes might be in short supply, this will be 
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overcome as soon as a proposed 600,000-ton plant expansion program, 
now authorized, is completed. 

A small shortage in wide-flange structural shapes can easily be 
overcome ; reinforcing-steel bars w ‘ill be available ; the required expan- 
sion in wire mesh production facilities will be made; and steel- 
fabrication facilities can by some expansion readily take care of the 
requirements. 

When I learned about this increased use of steel, I got a little con- 
cerned about whether steel was going to be pare enough. I wrote 
to our steel expert, Mr. H. M. Ridlon, and he wrote me quite a letter. 
He ends up by saying: 

I am sure that the presently higher rate of steel operations in no way repudiates 
the confidence in the industry expressed in the January report. 

We at that time said we felt there would be a plentiful supply of 
steel and would continue to be. 

Now, as to reinforced-concrete pipe, there will be required only 
35-percent increase in concrete-pipe production to care for the require- 
ments in the peak years and the industry reports it can expand its 
production by 100 percent if necessary. No shortage is seen here. 

I have introduced an item here of corrugated metal pipe, which is 
not in the mimeographed report. This industry in December was 
reported to be operating at one-third capacity, so no shortage is 
anticipated. 

As to traffic signs and markers, some 330,000 signs or markers were 
placed on new highw: ay construction in 1954. Requirements for an 
$11 billion program will be 908,000 signs which can be produced when 
needed. Over 5 million gallons of traffic paint are used annually, and 
although there has been a shortage of titanium oxide, no difficulty is 
expected in producing the required amount of good traffic paint. Ti- 
tanium oxide is used because of its fine covering properties. 

Such highway-construction materials and supplies as lumber, tim- 
ber, piling, petroleum products, explosives, paint, and so forth, are 
expected to be in good supply and no difficulty is anticipated in provid- 
ing for peak requirements. 

Tt is the conclusion of our task force on materials and supplies that, 
although at times there may be temporary local shortages of some 
materials, the supply of highway materials will be ample for an $11 
billion annual program when such a program is finally scheduled. 

Senator Gore. By the availability of supplies which you have delin- 

eated, it would not appear to be adequate to support a $11 billion- -per- 
year program soon, and by that I mean next year. 

Mr. Gorppeck. No; I think it is highly important that if this pro- 
gram is undertaken, it be done gradually. 

I think chaos would result if we were suddenly to plunge our in- 
dustry into an $11 billion program. I do not think the industry could 
take care of such a program except in certain cases. 

Even aggregates, as widespread as they are, could not take care of 
such a program immediately, but there are facilities for expanding 
aggregate production. I speak of aggregates because I know more 
about those. 

Producers can sometimes double their production by merely using 
an extra shovel in the quarry. Sometimes they can merely use 2 shifts 
instead of 1. 
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Any number of things can be done to step up production in the 
aggregate field. 

Senator Gorr. As I have studied your statement, and I want to 
digress to compliment the American Road Builders’ Association for 
the excellency of its presentation today. I am presuming the other 
witnesses will be up to par. It has been very good. 

As I have studied your analysis here of materials and supplies, it 
would appear that the greatest shortage should we undertake a crash 
program would be in cement supplies. Is that a correct analysis? 

Mr. Gowpseck. I think that 1s probably correct. There are other 
shortages, but if cement is short, that would be fatal, fatal to the start 
of the program. 

Senator Gore. Fatal to the cost to the taxpayers too. That may be 
some explanation of what has been happening to cement stocks on the 
stock market. I have noticed a very interesting development in that 
regard. 

Mr. Gotpseck. I have not noticed that, but I assume that to mean 
the stock market in cements has gone up. 

Senator Gore. I think that isa mild term. 

Mr. Gotpseck. I do not know anything about that, but I assume 
that people believe that since they read in the papers that a number of 
mills are increasing their production, as they actually are, that now 
is a good time to get in on the ground floor and buy some cement stock. 
I do not know. 

Senator Gore. I was not speaking critically about it. Any Amer- 
ican has a right to buy what stocks he pleases, but I was just wondering 
if the shortage of building materials, which is more acute in the cement 
field than in any other might not be one basis for the tremendous rise 
in the value of stocks in cement. 

Mr. Gouppeck. It may be one of the reasons. Apparently the 
cement industry on the one hand is taking some very active steps 
to increase their production. 

Senator Gore. I think that is commendable; nevertheless, this com- 
mittee has had in mind, and from time to time I have called attention 
to it, as other members have, the shortage of building materials, o1 
at least the limitation of building mater ials. 

It is something we must consider in enactment of a highway pro- 
gram, and your ‘suggestion that we progressively step this program 
up is, in my opinion, a very sound one. 

Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. In that matter of cement, did you take into con- 
sideration importations? We have imported a great deal of cement 
from Belgium, and that is one of the problems we have in Finance 
Committee right now. Have you taken that into consideration ? 

Mr. Gowpprck. No, sir; this report does not consider that there 
will be importations. That is a safety factor, I think, so to speak, of 
the prognostication in our report. 

We also import cement from Japan on the west coast. 

Senator Martin. Yes. 

Mr. Gotpseck. So that those importations will undoubtedly help 
out in the use of cement in pavements along the ae 

How far inland that imported cement can go, I do not know; but 
I doubt very much whether it goes very far. 
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Senator Martin. Could it not go inland as easily, of course—so 
much of our cement is produced now on the east coast, and that is my 
own State is the largest cement producer that we have. Have you 
taken into consideration raw materials for the making of cement? 

Mr. Gotpseck. To this extent : these companies in bringing about an 
expansion in general seem to be improving the facilities within their 
present plants. 

There are some new plants too. If they merely improve the facil- 
ities, of course, they will be operating on the same raw material that 
they are operating on now. 

It is true that in certain locations the supplies of raw materials are 
decreasing, but I think there is still an ample supply. 

Senator Martin. Another place you speak about gravel. The 
reason I am bringing these things up is last year when we were enact- 
ing the new tax bill, quite a number of the gravel people came before 
the Finance Committee and wanted a higher depletion, because they 
said that the amount of gravel—I mean accessible gravel—was be- 
coming rather limited. 

Did you go into that feature ? 

Mr. Gotpseck. Not specifically, but I know that that is true. It is 
a fact that gravel su ob in many localities are becoming depleted. 
That does not mean, eae that there will not be gravel available. 

They will simply have to move to another site. You get gravel 
from a certain portion of a river, and that place may be depleted, but 
there may be some other place in the river where that material can be 
obtained. 

It is also true, however, that today some of tlie cities and towns are 
restricting the use of available supplies of gravel in their locality. 

Senator Martin. I was very much surprised that we had some very 
fine men come before us and they were talking about—I personally was 
under the impression that the supply was just inexhaustible. 

A man like Congressman McGregor can understand those things. 
I am not practical on any of these things. But they wanted a larger 
depletion, and I believe we gave it to them. I believe we did as a re- 
sult of their testimony. That is the reason I am bringing that up, 
because your paper here is going to be a basis for us in a whole lot, I 
think, of our consideration. That is the only questions I had. Those 
are the two things. 

Senator Gore. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neupercer. I was interested in what you had to say, Mr. 
Goldbeck. What is the stand of the road builders’ industry on H. R. 
1, the tariff bill in case we should need some supplies from abroad ? 
Have they taken any stand on that ? 

Mr. Gorpseck. I do not know that the American Road Builders 
have taken any stand whatever on that subject. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goldbeck, as representing the in- 
dustry in the materials field, what was the impact of the program of 
the Air Force for extending runways and replacing aprons and so 
forth, in its requirements for cement ? 

Have you given any study to that ? 

Mr. Gotpseck. No, not specifically. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I just toss in here then for your con- 
sideration when we are thinking a materials, last year it was my 
responsibility to report the military construction bill. 

I recall calling attention at that time to the fact that we were au 
thorizing expenditures of something like $260 million, well over a 
quarter of a billion dollars, for concrete paving aprons, extension of 
runways, those things which were required by the changeover from 
the conventional airplane to the jet plane. 

I remarked at the time that the impact of that on the cement in- 
dustry could hardly avoid being either inflationary or expansive, 
whichever way you want to put it. There is no airfield in the country 
of the Air Force which has not received some considerable increase 
in paving requirements in the past year and a half or will in the im- 
mediate future because of the changeover from conventional planes to 
the jet. 

Mr. Goldbeck, with respect to whether or not we could launch a 
program and whether or not it would have to be a crash program, I 
lave assumed that the natural order of the planning would call first 
for selection of the routes; second, acquisition of rights-of-way; third, 
advance engineering before we actually get into the construction stage. 

During the time when we would be selecting routes, acquiring rights- 
of-way, and doing the advance engineering, would that not provide 
some cushion time for the materials and construction industry to get 
into gear ¢ 

Mr. Goutppeck. Yes, sir; I think it would. Of course, in the mean- 
time specifications would have to be made for the materials, and of 
course for the other portions of the work, and then it would be a ques- 
tion of those plants expanding which could produce materials satis- 
fying those specifications. 

Senator Case. Then there would, of course, also be the coordination 
of planning between the State highway departments and the Bureau 
of Public Roads as these projects do not come out of a clear sky even 
under any of the bills before the committee. 

The projects still have to be proposed by the State highway com- 
mission. It would take some time for coordinating of planning. 

Mr. Gouppeck. That is entirely correct, sir. 

Senator Case. How long a time would you say it would take the 
industry to be ready for a program on a $10 billion annual basis? 

Mr. Gotpseck. That is what we call the third year—6, 8, and 10 
billion dollars. That would be the third year. I think they could 
get ready for that by the time the $10 billion annual program came 
around. 

Senator Case. You think they could be ready for a $10 billion pro- 
gram by the end of the second year or by the end of the third year? 

Mr. Gotpseck. By the end of the third year, I will say sometime 
during that third year. 

Senator Case. Customarily, our highway funds are made available 
considerably in advance. The 1954 act, for example, set up the appor- 
tionments of the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

That was a lead time of a year and a half to 2 years. So that any 


authorization now for an expansion of the program would give a lead 
time of that. 
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The funds remain available for from 1 year to 2 years after they 
are apportioned, and then they only have to be under contract to be 
obligated so that the materials requirement under the way our high- 
way financing goes, hardly exists 1 or 2 years and more generally 3 
years from the time of authorization. Would that be sufficient ? 

Mr. Gotppeck. I think it would. These plants, when they know 
that there is a definite project going to be built in their vicinity, al- 
most invariably take steps to prepare for it. 

So I think, except in certain cases, they could double their produc- 
tion with ease and in a very short time. These exceptions are cases 
like, for instance, the production around New York City, where the 
plants are already operating with two shifts; but even they could in- 
crease their production, because they have some idle quarries on hand, 
which they could go into. My personal feeling is that, certainly in the 
aggregate field, there is no danger at all of their not being able to sup- 
ply the necessary materials. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Goldbeck, we appreciate your testimony. It has 
been very helpful. 

Mr. Robertson, and members of the committee, at least some of us 
have luncheon appointments. Obviously we cannot complete the hear- 
ing with three more witnesses. Would you gentlemen be prepared 
to testify this afternoon ? 

Mr. Ropsertson. Yes; we can come back this afternoon, Mr. Chair- 
man. I can finish up two of them in 16 minutes, if you do not have 
too many questions. We have timed them. 

Senator Gore. I think that is being optimistic. I am not being 


facetious, but this has been a very excellent hearing. It has been very 
helpful. 
We will come back at 2:30 then if there is no objection. 
(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the committee was adjourned to reconvene 
at 2:30 p. m., the same date and place.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. Mr. Robertson, will you present your further wit- 
nesses ¢ 

Mr. Roserrson. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman I wish to present 
next is the chairman of the task force No. 3. He is Mr. S. Howard 
Brown, president of Brown, Davis & White, Inc., of Grantville, Pa. 
He is also president of the Blue Mountain Construction Co., vice 
president of the Valley Quarries, Inc., and is immediate past president 
of the Antique Automobile Club of America. 

Senator Gorr. We do not need modern highways for those fellows, 
the Antique Club. 

Senator Martin. When we were working at much more of a frenz 
than in the United States Senate, I had never been in as tough a jo 
as this except when we were completing Indiantown Gap. He helped 
build roads and many different things and he did a magnificent job. 
I think he can talk with a good deal of experience on this subject. 

Senator Gore. You are doubly introduced Mr. Brown. 
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STATEMENT OF S. HOWARD BROWN, CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCE 
NO. 3, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, after 
careful study, task force 3 of the American Road Builders’ concludes 
that the highway-contracting industry is fully capable of satisfactorily 
meeting the requirements of the various highway construction pro- 
grams under consideration by this committee. In fact, a most thorough 
evaluation of the problem of contractor capacity indicates that con- 
tractors, currently in business throughout the United States, can 
increase their operations from the 1954 level of $3.5 billion to over 
$7 billion without any substantial expansion of present organizations 
and equipment. In short, at the present time—and I might add, un- 
fortunately—highway contractors are operating at only 46.4 percent 
of productive capacity. 

3ecause of the highly fluid and expandable nature of the highway- 
contracting industry, no difficulty is anticipated in meeting squarely 
the maximum requirements being considered, which in all probability 
will not exceed $11 billion in a year. 

The report of task force No. 3 is based wpon the returns from a 
nationwide survey encompassing 5,000 highway contractors. <A de- 
tailed analysis of the returns from the survey, together with other 
relevant information, has necessitated a rather voluminous report. 
However, in the interests of conserving the valuable time of this im- 
portant committee, I would like to have the privilege of filing my 
statement for the record and proceeding with a brief discussion thereof. 

Senator Gore. That may be done. 


Mr. Brown. First, with your permission, I should like to identify 
the members of task force No. 3, who contributed so materially to this 


study : 


Austin Page, vice president, Lane Construction Corp., Meriden, Conn. 
Robert P. Bayard, executive vice president, Johnson, Drake & Piper, Inc., New 

York, N. Y. 

George W. Langenfelder, partner, C. J. Langenfelder & Son, Baltimore, Md. 
Nello L. Teer, Jr., vice president, Nello L. Teer Co., Durham, N. C. 

L. A. Davidson, general contractor, Lansing, Mich. 

Charles W. Smith, Smith Engineering & Construction Co., Pensacola, Fla. 

In making its appraisal of the requirements of a vastly accelerated 
highway program, task force No. 3 studied carefully the following 
subjects: 

1) Availability of highway contractors. 
2) Availability of manpower. 

(3) Contractors’ equipment. 

(4) Other factors. 

A thorough exploration of the attendant problems of the above 
subjects led our task force to the following findings: 

1. In 1954 highway contractors operated at only 46.4 percent of 
productive capacity. 

2. Contractors could support a maximum annual highway program 
of 7.4 billion with present organizations and equipment. _ 

3. Shortages of equipment operators would not be a serious prob- 
lem because sufficient lead time would be available to train and to 
secure additional operators. In addition, other shortages, which 
appear in the estimates of manpower requirements, can readily be 

61030—55 49 
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overcome through conversion to highway construction of contractors 
now engaged in other similar work. 

4. Equipment available for highway. construction either through 
contractors’ inventories or by rental is estimated to be adequate for 
the first year of the proposed program. Additional equipment to meet 
the needs of higher annual program levels and for replacements will 
be readily available. 

5. A larger highway-construction program would foster propor- 
tionately greater productive capacity through more efficient utilization 
of equipment. 

6. Greater productive capacity can be obtained from manpower and 
equipment through reduction of accidents, the reduction of nonpro- 
ductive time caused by equipment breakdowns and by closer control 
over operations. 

7. Delay is most damaging to production and hence the following 
factors are particularly significant in explaining the major causes 
underlying inefficient operations: (a) Current practice of many high- 
way departments in retaining disproportionately high percentage of 
amount due before paying final estimate; and (6) slowness in paying 
estimates acknowledged to be due. 

8. If shortages of contractor capacity should appear, such shortages 
will in all probability be reflected on an area basis only and in most 
instances could be readily eliminated by certain adjustments within the 
highway-contracting industry together with additional contractors. 

9. In order to obtain maximum efficiency and the resultant high 
level of productivity, it is essential that violent fluctuations in program 
volume be avoided and a sound sustaining program adopted assuring 
continuous operations. 

10. Projects should be offered in various sizes in order to attract the 
equal interest of large, intermediate, and small contractors. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my brief review of the readiness of 
the contracting industry to carry out an expanded highway program. 
I wish to thank you and the members of the committee for the privilege 
of appearing here and for the courtesy you have extended me. Than 
you. 


Tue SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


(An evaluation_of the ability and readiness of the engineering profession and 
the highway industry to plan, design, and execute a program to eliminate the 
$101 billion deficiencies in the Nation’s highways in a period of 10 years prepared 
by the American Road Builders’ Association, Washington, D. C.) 


REporT OF TASK FORCE No. 3—CONSTRUCTION 


S. Howard Brown, chairman, president, Brown, Davis & White, Grantville, Pa. 

Austin Page, vice president, Lane Construction Corp., Meriden, Conn. 

George W. Langenfelder, partner, C. J. Langenfelder & Son, Baltimore, Md. 

L. A. Davidson, general contractor, Lansing, Mich. 

Robert P. Bayard, executive vice president, Johnson, Drake & Piper, Inc., New 
York, N. Y. 

Nello L. Teer, Jr., vice president, Nello L. Teer Co., Durham, N. C. 

Charles W. Smith, Smith Engineering & Construction Co., Pensacola, Fla. 


INTRODUCTION 


In pursuance of a resolution adopted by the ARBA board of directors on 
September 14 and as supplemented by coordinating instructions from ARBA 
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headquarters, Task Force No. 3 is charged with the responsibility of investigat- 
ing and reporting upon the ability and readiness of the highway-contracting 
industry to undertake and execute a 10-year $101 billion highway-construction 
program and to evaluate problems pertinent hereto. 

For purposes of this appraisal, the following stepped-up program was used; 
$6 billion in the first year, $8 billion in the second, $10 billion in the third, and 
$11 billion for each of the next 7 years. Comparison with the current program 
of $4 billion gave the task force a basis for evaluating the immediate situation 
in respect to the ability and readiness of the highway-contracting industry to 
undertake the expanded program. In addition, it enabled the task force to direct 
its attention to the major and most presenting problems and at the same time 
furnished a basis for recommendations to the association to meet future needs 
which would be involved in maintaining the stated levels of the program 

This appraisal covers the following subjects: Availability of highway con- 
tractors; availability of manpower; contractors’ equipment; other factors. 

Availability of highway contractors: Bid analyses on Federal-aid projects re 
veal that in 1954 some 5,100 road contractors were seeking highway construction 
work. Over a 5-year period, similar analyses show approximately 6,000 road 
contractors active during this time. Inclusion of those who bid only on other 
than Federal-aid road construction contracts would probably increase this list 
to 7,000 highway construction contractors, active at least to the extent that they 
bid on highway construction work during the past 5 years. This does not include 
those who undertake only such specialty items as guardrail, landscaping, elec 
trical features, and similar contractors. It is reasonable to assume, then, that 
6,000 contractors will be ready to bid when $6 billion in road construction work 
is offered in the first year of the expanded program. 

Of more significance, however, is the potential capacity of these contra@etors. 
Questionnaires have been sent to 5,000 road contractors. They were requested 
to report, among other things, how much highway construction they would put 
in place during 1954 and the maximum amount they could put in place in 1 year 
with their present organizations and equipment. The replies disclose that, on 
the average, road contractors were operating at only 46.4 percent of their full 
capacity in 1954. During 1954, the value of road construction put in place by 
contract and exclusive of right-of-way and engineering costs was approximately 
$3.1 billion. Road contractors, thérefore, estimate that, without increase of 
organization or equipment, they could put in place $6.7 billion worth of highway 
construction in a year. When right-of-way and engineering costs are added, 
the total is equivalent to an overall $7.4 billion program. It must be understood 
that the contractors’ estimates are on the basis that there will be enough work 
for all contractors and that factors which are now retarding or limiting their 
productive capacity will be reduced or eliminated. 

In reporting on their ability to perform various operations, contractors dis- 
close that they are working at 40 percent of capacity for earthmoving, 51 percent 
of capacity for surfacing, 44 percent of capacity on structures, and 42 percent of 
capacity on other highway-construction operations. Based upon the contractors’ 
reports of work put in place during 1954, the $3.1 billion of highway construction 
consisted of $730 million of earth moving, $1,250 million of surfacing, $780 million 
of structures and $340 million of other work. Contractors, therefore, estimate 
that they could perform with present organizations and equipment about $1,825 
million worth of earth moving, $2,450 million worth of surfacing, $1,775 million 
worth of structures, and $810 million worth of other work. This means that 
contractors with present organizations and equipment could put in place the 
amount of work that would be required in the first and second years of the ex- 
panded program. Thereafter,. both organization and equipment inventories 
would have to be expanded gradually but this does not appear to be a difficult 
problem, for most of the contractors report that they can readilly increase their 
present capacity by adequate increments to meet the productive capacity required 
by the expanded program. 


AVAILABILITY OF MANPOWER 


The latest report of the Census Bureau indicates that the number of unem- 
ployed persons in October was 2,741,000. The average number of unemployed 
persons from January 1954 through October 1954 was 3,300,000. While the trend 
is somewhat downward, the seasonal fluctuations indicate that an average of 3 
million people are available for employment during the year. Studies indicate 
that approximately 15 percent of the unemployed are in the construction field, or 
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an average pool of 450,000 potential workers. It is also indicated that 85 per- 
cent of the unemployed in the construction field, or 381,300, are highway-type em- 
ployees. The distribution of these unemployed highway construction-type work- 
men and those employed on highway construction in 1954 is shown in table 1 by 
the class of work they perform. 


TABLE I.—Available manpower for highway contractors’ labor requirements 


| Unem joyed| Employed 
| available for by avanti 
| highway contractors ~ e 
| construction in 1954 | . 


Class of labor 


Executive and administrative................---...-----------] 37, 800 | 20, 360 | 
SI INNO 5c nernadtiseenenue metas bude see peseemeeel 12, 300 44, 690 
Truck drivers. eethare alacieaeiialh tambon Gnihthltinaencaiiies cama 14, 930 22, 230 | 
Mechanics ; ahs Ack teks ep ie win es ekaeee een 7, 030 | 4, 910 
Masons ; Chadian umirenwediobcneees om asia cambgsine 18, 300 | 940 
Carpenters i dace iniaeh inddldnins wn imingentineegataies 97, 500 | 25, 270 
I I op cccdcemcnunine ‘ 3, 640 | 4, 680 | 
Steel workers Jahetet ee = | 4, 000 | 3, 980 | 
Miscellaneous skilled af 82, 300 | 2,810 | 
ie oth S ekctwalinainiennd 103, 500 | 104, 130 | 


381, 300 | 234, 000 | 
| | 


In the 1954 highway-construction program of $4 billion, certain items of 
expenditure must be excluded because they are not involved in highway-con- 
struction contracts to any appreciable extent. These are the costs of right-of- 
way engineering and the amount of work put in place by force account labor. 
When these costs are deducted, a net total remains of approximately $3.1 bil- 
lion that was expended in 1954 through highway-construction contracts. A round 
figure of $3 billion is sufficiently accurate for purposes of this report. 

From table 1 it appears that contractors must have 78,000 job site workmen 
for each $1 billion of highway construction put in place. This, however, is not 
the case. Studies disclose that as the volume of work offered to highway con- 
tractors increases the number of workmen’ employed per unit volume of work 
decreases. For example, in 1948, 125,000 job site employees were used per billion 
dollars worth of highway construction while in 1954 only 78,000 were employed 
on the job to perform the same amount of work. Many factors have contributed 
to this relationship. Probably the most important is the increased mechanization 
of highway construction and contract operation. Larger and more efficient 
machines also are contributing factors. The use of prefabrication to an increas- 
ing extent has also tended to reduce manpower requirements. There are others 
too, some of which will be dealt with later on. Table 2 gives the adjusted man- 
power requirements for the various program levels for removing existing high- 
way deficiencies in a 10-year period. 

From table 2 the problems in respect to manpower in an expanded program 
begin to be clear. The shortage of equipment operators is shown to be the most 
critical. This and shortages in other classes of labor, however, must be con- 
sidered in the light of certain pertinent factors. While authorized projects are 
being advanced to the construction stage, there will be an opportunity to train 
extra equipment operators and to develop other skills where shortages are 
indicated. As far as operators are concerned, the problem should not be too 
difficult. Modern equipment is far easier to operate than the older models and 
men can be trained as operators in a fraction of the time it used to take. This 
fact is borne out by the reports from the contractors; only 15 percent of those 
responding to the questionnaire consider that a lack of equipment operators 
might be a factor likely to limit or retard their expansion. 

Another source of additional equipment operators, truck drivers, cement 
finishers and others, both skilled and unskilled, for highway construction is from 
eontractors now engaged in other than highway work but who have organizations 
with similar skills and the equipment required for highway construction opera- 
tions. An expanded program offering work over a 10-year period would be a 
strong incentive to such contractors to convert to highway construction, especially 
when the work in their present field is declining. For instance, the new con- 
struction level for military facilities is $0.5 billion lower than last year. Con- 
servation and development construction is about $0.1 billion lower than last 
year. The industrial building level, both public and private, which is similar 
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TasLe II.—Contractors’ manpower needs and available suppply for verious 
program levels 


Ist year ' ($5.28 billion in 2d year ? ($6.88 billion in 


’ conctruction contracts ‘onstruction contract 
rotal 


avail- 
able 
labor 


Class of labor 
Employ- Deficit mploy Deficit 
ment or sur- ment w sur 


needs plus (+ need plus 


Executive or administrative 33, 147 +95 013 
Equipment operators 56, { 72 77] 15. 78] 
Truck drivers 37, 36, 195 +065 
Mechanics : 8, 001 +3, 939 
Masons : 1, 524 +17, 716 
Carpenters . ai 41, 148 +81, 622 
Cement finishers i 7, 620 +700) 
Steelworkers , 6,477 +1. 503 
Miscellaneous skilled 5, 4, 572 +80, 538 


Unskilled 207, 169. 545 +38, ORS 


Total 381, 000 +-234, 300 


3d year *? ($8.40 billion in Next 7 years ‘ ($9.02 billion 
construction contracts) in construction contracts 


Class of labor 


Employ- Deficit (—) Employ- /| Deficit 
ment or sur- ment or sur- 
needs plus (+) needs plus (+) 


Executive and administrative = 50, 460 +-7, 700 54, 288 +-3, 872 
Equipment operators. -- 110, 780 53, 790 119, 184 62, 194 
Truck drivers 55, 100 , 940 59, 280 22, 120 
Mechanics 12, 180 240 13, 104 —1, 164 
Masons 2, 320 920 2, 496 +16, 744 
Carpenters 62, 640 +-60, 130 67, 392 +-55, 378 
Cement finishers 11, 600 —3, 280 12, 480 4, 160 
Steelworkers 9, 860 —1, 880 10, 608 —2, 628 
Miscellaneous skilled : eS: 6, 960 +78, 150 7, 488 +-77, 622 
Unskilled . 258, 100 — 0, 470 277, 680 —70, 050 


Total 580, 000 +35, 300 624, 000 8, 700 


1 $6 billion program. 
2 $8 billion program. 
3 $10 billion program. 
4 $11 billion program, 


in many ways to bridge construction will probably be $0.4 billion lower this year 
than last. Railroad construction also is lower. Such trends could provide the 
necesSary Manpower to make up any deficits in workmen needed for an expanded 
highway construction program. 

Another source of additional manpower is from the growing population of this 
country. In 1940 there were 77,400,000 persons in the age group from 20 to 64. 
By 1950 there were 87,755,000 and by last year 90,064,000. The Bureau of the 
Census forecasts that the number will have grown to 94,469,000 by 1960. There- 
fore, the pool of potential employees from which highway constructions workers 
can be drawn is increasing at the rate of 600,000 per year from population 
increases alone. 

CONTRACTOR'S EQUIPMENT 


One hundred years ago, only 5 percent of construction operations were per- 
formed with machines, while 95 percent were accomplished by men and beasts. 
Today the situation is just the reverse with machines operating on gasoline, 
diesel fuel, steam, or electricity performing 95 percent of the work and men and 
beasts doing the rest. Modern highway construction contractors rely heavily 
on equipment for efficiently accomplishing their operations. Table 3 gives the 
major units owned by these contractors or available to them through equipment 
rental firms. 
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Taple I11.—Hquipment available to contractors in 1954 for highway construction 


Equipment owned by con- 
tractors and available 


Construction machinery and allied equipment : from rental agencies 
I I a im mr nncibinciincin 32,000 
Tractors, 2- and 4-wheel (contractors type) 6, 300 
Scrapers, hauling (all types) 16, 000 
Off highway hauling equipment (trucks, trailers and wagons)_.____ 11, 000 
Power cranes and shovels 15, 000 
Motor graders’ 15, 000 

11, 000 

2, 500 

1, 200 

Hydraulic hoists and dump bodies * 65, 700 
Air compressors, portable 11, 00 
Batching plants, concrete = 4, 500 
Concrete mixers, portable : _ 5,400 
cat aralecepceiotaemeibuaadaibenassoeeies = 38, 500 
Concrete pavers 1, O80 
Concrete spreaders 1, 470 
Concrete finishers 1, 470 
Truck mixers and agitators 8, 100 
ck neaisde Getenica sabe bepinscie agen . 2, 000 
Bituminous pavers (spreaders-finishers ) 3, 000 
Bituminous distributors 6, 700 
Crushing and screening plants 2, 300 
Miscellaneous units (10 percent) 19, 552 
Mc Se aa a Sc decease cman tence ds aed ‘clnaactihe 215, 072 

Motor vehicles: 
rT eda cet ee cacti a ee aaa ._.. 10,750 
Trucks: 

a I lage er ee ee ee ee 38, 500 
Over 3 tons 
Miscellaneous 

Subtotal 


1 Including attachments and power control units. 
2 Including power maintainers. 
3 Not included in total. 


Questionnaire reports recently received from contractors indicate that for an 
average investment of $1 in construction equipment, $4.50 worth of highway 
construction can be put in place in 1 year. While such ratios are useful and 
even necessary in anticipating equipment needs, they have resulted in so much 
confusion in many past instances that this task force strongly recommends that 
they neither be accepted nor used without clear understanding of the basis. In 
this instance, the contractors were giving an estimate of what could be accom- 
plished with full, not average utilization of all the equipment which they 
own. By classes of work, the annual requirements are: earthmoving, $1 worth of 
equipment for $2.67 of work; surfacing, $1 worth of equipment for $5.42 worth 
of work; structures, $1 worth of equipment for each $7.10 worth of work; and 
other, $1 worth of equipment for each $6.10 worth of work. Here again it 
appears that the contractors feel that they were operating in 1954 at less than 
50 percent of the capacity since they put in place highway construction valued 
at only $2.09 for each $1 of equipment inventory. 

The questionnaire reports indicate that only 6 percent of the contractors feel 
that the availability of equipment is a factor which may retard or limit their 
expansion. With an expanded highway program as an incentive to equipment 
manufacturers plus decline in demand from other construction fields, it may be 
anticipated that highway construction equipment will be in good supply. 

It is clear that a 10 percent improvement in equipment utilization would be 
the equivalent of increasing the equipment fleet by 26,000 units. A larger high- 
way program would afford an opportunity for greater utilization and greater 
production from the individual units, each fleet, and from the combination of all 
units. Many highway contractors tripled the capacity of their organizations 
during the last war, in part for these reasons. 
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Accidents cut down on the productive capacity of equipment fleets. Equip 
ment is one of the chief sources of accidents on highway construction and the 
frequency and severity rates for highway construction are considerably higher 
than those for the construction industry as a whole. This situation can and 
should be improved. 

Studies of active highway construction projects indicate that a variety of de- 
lays occur which substantially reduce the productive time of equipment. Break 
downs of one unit in the field sometimes tie up a whole operation and all the 
equipment involved. Usually these are the fault of poor servicing or mainte- 
nance and can be corrected through better supervision. State, county and local 
highway departments which are using radio communications unanimously re- 
port that through this medium equipment fleets can be managed more efficiently, 
and that closer control can be maintained over such activities, as flow of mate- 
rials to jobs, dispatching mechanics and parts to repair broken-down equipment 
and by other prompt actions. The wider use of radio by conrtactors could do 
likewise. 

OTHER FACTORS 


There are other factors which affect the contractors’ ability and readiness to 
perform at his maximum capacity. Such things as administrative delays at- 
tributable to the highway departments are cited by 63 percent of the contractors 
reporting as a factor most likely to retard or limit their expansion. The per- 
centage of payment retention by the owner is cited by 24 percent of the com 
tractors as another factor. Slowness in paying estimates is another reason re- 
ported by 30 percent of the contractors while 28 percent state that difficulty in 
obtaining capital may limit or retard their expansion. 

In order to determine the effect of the distribution of the $101 billion in various 
areas of the country, an estimate was made of the annual levels of the program 
in each of four geographic regions. In each case the total was broken down into 
the dollar volume of earthmoving, surfacing, structures and other incidental 
work. These data and the States in each region are shown in table IV. Also 
included is the contractors’ estimate of maximum annual capacity to perform 
the various classes of work in each region. From this table it can be seen that 
the geographic distribution of highway construction has a definite bearing on 
the ability and readiness of contractors in a given area to accomplish the re- 
quired work. While there is some mobility amongst highway contractors, it is 
problematical whether it is sufficient to offset the shortages indicated in some 
instances. The solution probably is in the direction of expansion of active con 
tractors’ capacity within a region, conversion of those now in other fields and 
accession of new contractors. 


FINDINGS 


1. In 1954 highway contractors operated at only 46.4 percent of productive 
capacity. 

2. Contractors could support a maximum highway program of $7.4 billion in 
1 year with present organizations and equipment without highway department 
delays enumerated herein. 

3. Shortages of equipment operators would not be a serious problem because 
sufficient lead time would be available to train and to secure additional op 
erators. In addition, other shortages, which appear in the estimates of man- 
power requirements, can readily be overcome through conversion to highway 
construction of contractors now engaged in other similar work. Training and 
sreater supply of highway workers through population increases would supple 
ment these sources. 

4. Equipment available for highway construction either through contractors’ 
inventories or by rental is estimated to have the necessary productive capacity 
for a $7.4 billion program. Additional equipment to meet the needs of higher 
annual program levels and for replacements could be made readily available 
through production expansions. 

5. A larger highway construction program would foster proportionately 
greater productive capacity through more efficient utilization of equipment. 

6. Greater productive capacity can be obtained from manpower and equip 
ment through reduction of accidents, the reduction of nonproductive time caused 
by equipment breakdowns and by closer control over operations, possibly through 
wider use of radio. 
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7. Delay is most damaging to production and hence the following factors are 
particularly significant in explaining the major causes underlying inefficient 
operations: (a) Current practice of many highway departments in retaining 
disproportionately high percentage of amount due before paying final estimate ; 
(b) slowness in paying estimates acknowledged to be due; (c) other bidding 
practices and payment procedures of highway departments which place an un- 
necessary financial burden upon contractors. 

8. If shortages of contractor capacity should appear, such shortages will in 
all probability be reflected on an area basis only and in most instances could be 
readily eliminated by certain adjustments within the highway contracting in- 
dustry together with the accession of new contractors. 

9. In order to obtain maximum efficiency and the resultant high level of 
productivity, it is essential that violent fluctuations in program volume be 
avoided and a sound sustaining program adopted assuring continuous work. 

10. Production volume could be further increased by giving more attention to 
incentive values on the part of industry. 

11. Projects should be offered in an assortment of sizes in order to attract the 
equal interest of large, intermediate, and small contractors. 


CONCLUSION 

After a careful study of the factors involved, Task Force No. 3 concludes that 
the highway contracting industry as now organized and equipped, while only 
operating at $4 billion level in 1954, is fully capable of satisfactorily operating 
at a $7.4 billion construction level, which is more capacity than required for the 
first expansion year. It is further concluded that through individual con- 
tractor expansions and the introduction of new capacity, including the transfer 
of additional capacity from other segments of the contracting industry, the 
stepped-up program, leveling off at $11 billion, can be efficiently and economically 
accomplished without adverse effect upon the construction industry as a whole. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Brown, your statement is very reassuring. The 
committee, as you heard me indicate this morning, has from time to 
time given consideration to the ability of the industry to expand rap- 
idly, ‘and to the av ailability of construction facilities and materials 
for a greatly expanded program. It was with that questioin partly 
in mind that I submitted the bill to approximately double the present 
level of highway construction. I do not wish to draw you into any 
discussion or an expression of any preference of the various bills 
before the committee. I only say that as a preface to a question regard- 
ing your statement on page 1. 

You say that: “The contractors can increase their operations from 
the 1954 level of $3.5 billion to over $7 billion without any substan- 
tial expansion of present organizations and equipment. 

Mr. Koss, I believe, who appet ared representing the contractors, gave 
us essentially that statement. I asked him in what period could the 
contracting industry double again, and I believe he gave us an esti- 
mate of from 3 to 4 years. That seems not far from the estimate which 
Mr. Robertson gave us this morning, beginning the first year with 
$6 billion, the second year $8 billion, and i in the fourth year advancing 
the rogram to $11 billion expenditure. 

What in your opinion could we do in the third ylear of operation? 

Mr. Brown. The contracting industry is fluid. Many contractors 

“an expand very fast. However, we are not suggesting too fast an 
expansion. We have presented a table of suggested progress for your 
consideration. 

Senator Gore. You then endorse the recommendation made to the 
committee this morning that we approach this program progres- 
sively, in a enanen not to inflate the cost of highway construction / 

Mr. Brown. I do, sir. 





774 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Senator Gore. It would appear from your statement that there will 
be more difficulties with shortages of materials than with contractor 
organization and facilities. 

Mr. Brown. I am speaking only for the construction industry, that 
is the contractors. 

Senator Gore. Your statement is very reassuring as to the availa- 
bility of contracting facilities. You referred to rental equipment. 
Would that be efficient equipment ? 

Mr. Brown. Oh, yes. tt would come from, say, contractors who 
did not happen to be utilizing all of their equipment at that particular 
time, or from the various equipment rental agencies which are located 
all over the country. A contractor does not necessarily have to own 
every unit of equipment that he puts on the job. 

Senator Gore. I was not iA vebehie myself to the question of 
who owned it. I really had in mind drawing from you some response 
as to whether this would be good, efficient equipment or whether it 
would be worn out, Reenata Romane brought back into use and 
therefore expensive to operate. 

Mr. Brown. Our experience indicates that it would be first-class 
equipment. 

Senator Gore. Then you can assure this committee, speaking for 
the construction industry, that you could double the present program 
in the first year ¢ 

Mr. Brown. That is right. 

Senator Gore. In the second year you think you could step it up 
substantially. Would you give us an estimate as to that? 

Mr. Brown. I believe the first part of the chart is $8 billion, is it 
not ¢ 

Senator Gore. $8 billion in the second year. 

Mr. Brown. Six, eight, or ten billion dollars. So in the second year 
we could go to $8 billion without any trouble at all. That is the way 
we feel. And statistics of course bear that out. 

Senator Gore. In your task force, composed of distinguished men, 
to what extent did you contact the industry ? 

Mr. Brown. I touched on that. We sent quite an involved question- 
naire to 5,000 contractors throughout the country. 

Senator Gore. You come here then with very responsible estimates. 
And you have no hesitation in standing behind your statement ? 

Mr. Brown. That is right, sir; unqualifiedly. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. On page 4, paragraph 7, you are speaking there 
about the current practice of certain highway departments not paying 
your estimates promptly. Do you run into much of that? 

Mr. Brown. The estimates, Senator Martin, do drag. It would 
help contractors who have limited borrowing capacity. 

Senator Martin. I know that when Mr. Sam Lewis was State treas- 
urer and I was auditor general of Pennsylvania, we put into effect a 
rule that if everything was correct that in 8 days a man would have 
his check. We did that the full time that we were in office. 

The reason I am bringing that up, I can see that that means a lot 
because there was a time, I know, in Pennsylvania when a man had to 
wait several months, which was a very difficult thing for a contractor 
unless he had a very fine cash position. That was the first time that I 
heard that there was any trouble along that line. 


bat sec) Pear 


Bal ee 


FAA POA. 


Pern oe 








NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM iio 


Mr. Brown. May I say that is not particularly applicable to 
Pennsylvania, but it is to other States. I am not in a position to say 
which States. 

Senator Martin. I am not asking at all. What I am getting at, 
Mr. Chairman, is that that is one of the things that we ought to have 
some assurance on. 

Senator Gore. We will make a note of that and inquire about it. 

Senator Martin. That is certainly not fair to the contractor. 

Senator Gore. As Mr. Brown said, it impairs the ability of the con 
tractors. 

Senator Martin. They would have to have considerably more cash 
to operate. , 

That is all that I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, what would be the normal steps 
launching a highway program? Suppose Congress passed a law 
authorizing the highway program. What would be the normal steps 
in getting the program underway ? 

Mr. Brown. I do not know that I can quite answer that, Senator 
Case. I do not know exactly what you mean. I think that has been 
covered by our various task forces—the acquisition of rights-of-way 
and the preparation of plans. Others have testified as to the backlog 
of plans that we have now available. 

Senator Case. You mentioned acquisition of rights-of-way. Be- 
fore you acquired rights-of-way you would have to determine where 
the road was going to go. You would have to determine where you 
were going to build the road? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Then acquire the rights-of-way ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Then three, get the field survey for the topography ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Then fourth would be the preparation of designs and 
specifications ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; then the bids. 

Senator Casg. Then the bids, and then the contractors would be 
called upon to perform. How long a time would be required for those 
several steps ? 

Mr. Brown. I think Mr. Sours has testified as to that. 

Mr. Sours. About 17 months. 

Senator Case. That is all. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. I have no questions. It was a very interesting 
presentation. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Robertson ? 

Mr. Rogertson. Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, is the chairman 
of the No. 4 task force, Mr. Frederick Salditt, vice president of the 
Harnischfeger Corp., Milwaukee, Wis. 

Senator Busn. I will say that that is a very distinguished name in 
the dirt-moving business. 
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STATEMENT OF FREDERICK SALDITT, CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCE 
NO. 4, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Sauoirr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
sorely tempted to give the history of the name “Harnischfeger.” 
Thank you very much, Senator Bush, for stating it is a very good 
and old name in the manufacturing industry in Milwaukee, Wis., for 
over 70 years. 

My name is Frederick Salditt. I am vice president of Harnischfeger 
Corp., Milwaukee, Wis., manufacturers of electric overhead cranes, 
electric hoists, welding products, diesel engines, prefabricated houses, 
and power cranes and shovels. During 1954 I also served as presi- 
dent of the Construction Industry Manufacturers Association 
(CIMA), comprising about 180 member companies, all of which are 
associated with the manufacture of construction equipment and allied 
products. CIMA serves as the manufacturers division of the Amer- 
ican Road Builders’ Association. 

Pursuant to a request from the president of the American Road 
Builders’ Association in the month of October 1954, I assumed the 
chairmanship of a committee composed of competent men from the in- 
dustry to investigate and report upon the ability and readiness of the 
construction machinery and equipment industry to meet the require- 
ments of a 10-year, $10 billion dollar highway construction program 
and to evaluate pertinent problems. 

The committee is comprised of : 

Robert F. Boger, publisher, Engineering News-Record and Con- 
struction Methods and Equipment, New York, N. Y. 

M. B. Garber, director of sales, the Thew Shovel Co., Lorain, Ohio. 

©. J. Haring, director of equipment sales, Westinghouse Air Brake 
Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

John W. Mohler, assistant sales manager, Caterpillar Tractor Co., 
Peoria, Il. 

Boyd S. Oberlink, vice president, Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing 
Co., Milwaukee, Wis. 

Julien R. Steelman, president, Koehring Co., Milwaukee, Wis. 

The committee’s conclusion was reached after extensive studies had 
been completed on the following subjects and corresponding determi- 
nations were made: 

(1) The 1954 inventory of construction equipment used for high- 
way purposes, both new construction and maintenance. That deter- 
mination was made in cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads, 
United States Department of Commerce, also using extensive data 
available in many segments of the construction industry, comprising 
manufacturers and contractors as well. 

(2) The average use and life of equipment based on the experience 
of public highway departments and private contractors. 

(3) The two previous determinations allowed to establish very ap- 
proximately the yearly replacement requirements for construction 
equipment used in highway construction and maintenance at the 1954 
volume level. 

(4) The maximum annual production in each segment of the con- 
struction equipment industry, as previously attained, utilizing for 
the purpose of that determination United States Department of Com- 
merce statistics “Facts for Industry,” data available from the National 
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Production Authority and its predecessor and succeeding agencies, 
statistics available from industry associations and other sources. 

(5) A realistic review of construction patterns as they existed in 
1954 and as they are likely to exist in the future and determining 
therefrom the unused construction capacity available in construction 
equipment now in use for highway construction and m: aintenance. 

(6) Yearly requirements for each type of construction machinery, 
giving consideration to replacements and additional equipment to 

carry out a total highway construction program, including the cost 
of right-of-way and engineering, of respectively $6 billion, $8 billion, 
een $11 billion a year. 

7) The total construction equipment population in the United 
States, exclusive of equipment owned by military agencies. 

(8) The requirements for general construction other than highway 
construction and maintenance, such as heavy construction, mining, 
lumbering, oil field and pipeline construction, industrial material han- 
dling, the export market and all other claimants for the industry’s 
products. That determination took into consideration the steady 
growth in value of new construction activity since the year 1945 and 
assumed that such construction activity will continue to rise in accord- 
ance with the pattern as it prevailed during the last 4 years. 

(9) The approximate percentage of capacity at which the various 
segments of the construction equipment industry operated during 
the year 1954 and ways and means these industries would apply in 
order to increase their operations to meet the demand of an accelerated 
highway construction program. 

Conclusion: The American construction machine ry and equipment 
industry has, now is providing, or can provide, sufficient capacity to 
meet the high level needs of an expanded road building program 
comprising during a 10-year period a total expenditure of as much as 
$101 billion, and at the same time fill all normal needs of other 
claimants for the industry’s equipment. 

In support of this conclusion, Mr. Chairman, may I be permitted 
to file with your committee a supplemental statement of the Ameriean 
Road Builders’ Association, ‘also known as the Report of Task Force 
No, 4, Construction Machinery and Equipment, and completed on 
December 30, 1954. 

Senator Gore. Without objection your complete statement will go 
into the record. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF AMERICAN ROAD BOILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


(An evaluation of the ability and readiness of the engineering profession and 
the highway industry to plan, Bose and execute a program to eliminate the 
$101 billion deficiencies in the Nation’s highways in a period of 10 years.) 


REPORT OF TASK FoOrcE NO. 4.—CONSTRUCTION MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT 


F. Salditt, Chairman, vice president, Harnischfeger Corp., Milwaukee, Wis. 

Julien R. Steelman, president, Koehring Co., Milwaukee, Wis. 

Boyd S. Oberlink, vice president, Allis Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Milwaukee, 
Wis. 

John W. Mohler, assistant sales manager, Caterpillar Tractor Corp., Peoria, IIL 

C. J. Haring, director of equipment sales, Westinghouse Air Brake Co., Pitts- 
burgh, Pa. 

M. B. Garber, director of sales, the Thew Shovel Co., Lorain, Ohio. 


Robert F. Boger, publisher, Engineering News-Record and Construction Methods 
and Equipment, New York, N. Y. 
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INTRODUCTION 


In pursuance of a resolution adopted by the ARBA board of directors on 
September 14 as supplemented by coordinating instructions from ARBA head- 
quarters, Task Force No. 4 is charged with the responsibility of investigating 
and reporting upon the ability and readiness of the construction machinery and 
equipment industries to meet the requirements of a 10-year $101 billion highway 
construction program and to evaluate problems pertinent thereto. 

Task Force No. 4 is particularly interested in evaluating the impact of an 
approximate $2 billion per year accumulative increase of highway construction 
for each of 3 years on the construction machinery and equipment industries. 
Under such a program the current 1954 level of $4 billion for highway construc- 
tion would be increased to $6 billion in the first year, $8 billion in the second year, 
and $10 billion in the third year. In the fourth year the expansion would be to a 
ats billion construction level which would be sustained throughout the following 
6 years, 


The following is a breakdown of this program. 


Expenditures in billion dollars 


Total expenditures 


Right-of-way and engineering 
Net construction volu"ne__...._...___-- 





Of the net construction volume accomplished in 1954, highway contractors 
performed work costing about $3.1 billion and public highway departments per- 
formed work costing $0.4 billion. Inasmuch as the volume of force account is 
expected to remain at the 1954 level throughout the program, only normal annual 
equipment replacements will be needed for this portion of the construction 
volume. Of greater concern to this task force is the equipment aggregation 
needed to accomplish the contract construction volume which will expand from 
the $3.1 billion level in 1954 to an $8.6 billion level in the fourth program year. 
The annual increments will be 1.8, 1.6, 1.5, and 0.6 billion dollars, respectively. 

To be practical, an appraisal of the construction equipment manufacturing 
capacity must take into consideration the normal needs of other industries and 
highway maintenance as well as the needs of the 10-year expanded road con- 
struction program. 

The appraisal covers the following subjects: 

The role of equipment in an expanded highway construction program. 

Inventory of construction machinery and equipment for highway purposes. 

New machinery and equipment requirements for an expanded highway con- 
struction program. 

Distributors’ and manufacturers’ equipment inventories. 

Manufacturing capacity and time leads. 

Findings. 

Conclusion. 


THE ROLE OF EQUIPMENT IN AN EXPANDED HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Equipment will play a vital part in the acceleration of the current highway 
construction program. In fact, if it were not for mechanization, highway im- 
provements of the scope needed to eliminate $101 billion worth of deficiencies 
on the Nation’s highways in a 10-year period would not be economically feasible. 
Recent analyses by the Bureau of Public Roads relating to labor-equipment 
combinations on highway construction show that, if it were not for equipment 
developments, highway construction costs would be nearly double those expe- 
rienced at present. Perhaps the most noteworthy advance has been in excava- 
tion activities in which the unit cost would be about 34% times greater had it 
not been for the tremendous increase in the productivity of earth-moving equip- 
ment. . As an example, in 1923 the average unit cost of excavation on Federal-aid 
projects was $0.47 per cubic yard. In spite of the steep rise in the cost index, 
average excavation costs were only $0.38 per cubic yard in 1953. Not only is it 
possible to move large volumes of earthworks, even in mountainous terrain, 
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but, in addition, adequate sight distance and other desirable features of safety 
and ease of maintenance can be built into the highway without prohibitive costs. 
Notable developments have also been made in aggregate production, paving 
and bridge construction equipment, all of which tend to lower the unit cost of 
work performed. For the successful prosecution of an accelerated highway 
construction program, it is essential that the equipment employed be not only 
capable of performing a given task but also that such work will be accomplished 
at the lowest unit cost. The accomplishment of a greater physical volume of 
construction work for the same expenditure of funds is a step toward solving 
the financing problems of an expanded highway program. 


INVENTORY OF CONSTRUCTION MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT FOR HIGHWAY PURPOSES 


Based on extensive inventories of public-owned and contractors’ on-and-off- 
site equipment, spare-parts experience and other factors, it is estimated that 
some 519,600 major units of construction machinery and motor vehicles are 
available for prosecution of the current construction and maintenance programs. 
Included in the grand total are approximately 303,500 units owned by contractors 
and rental agencies and 216,100 units in the hands of public highway depart- 
ments. These 216,100 units do not represent the entire available public-owned 
fleet since they do not include snowplows, mowers, and other agricultural 
equipment, nor many other units of equipment which are not required for con- 
struction purposes. 

The attached table I provides a detailed inventory of the 311,600 units of 
major construction machinery and allied equipment and 208,000 motor vehi- 
cles. Attachments are considered integral parts of the basic unit. For the 
purpose of calculating annual replacements of construction machinery, an 
average life has been assumed which attempts to reflect the use and life of 
machinery both by private contractors and governmental bodies for highway 
construction and maintenance. 

In order to estimate the amount of new equipment required for an expanded 
highway construction program it is necessary to know the approximate work 
potential of the active and available contractors’ equipment aggregation listed 
in the fourth column of table I. 

The work potential of active highway construction equipment varies to a 
considerable extent, depending on the type of work, the size of the contract and 
its proximation to other active projects, the prevailing topography and climate, 
and other factors. In addition to the units actively engaged in highway con- 
struction there is normally a certain percentage of highway equipment which 
is idle or which is being only partially utilized on nonhighway work. This is 
due to the competitive system under which highway construction contracts are 
awarded and to the scattered pattern of equipment ownership. If all highway 
contractors were actively engaged at the same time or if the average site of 
individual projects were increased to permit nearly full utilization of equip- 
ment, the 1954 highway contract construction volume could have been doubled 
with the present construction equipment aggregation. Neither of these condi- 
tions are likely to prevail during an expanded highway construction program. 
It is anticipated that, for the most part, contractors’ competition will remain 
strong throughout the accelerated program period with the normal duplication 
in equipment prevailing. Concentration of construction work in urban areas 
and on the Interstate System, however, will make it possible to increase the 
volume of work accomplished with existing contractors’ construction equipment 
by approximately $1 billion over the 1954 level. Such a $4.1 billion net contract 
construction volume would generate a total highway construction pregram of 
$5.2 billion including right-of-way and engineering costs. This $5.2 billion 
highway program potential is not to be confused with the $7.4 billion maximum 
work potential of contractors as found by task force No. 3. That $7.4 billion 
refers to full utilization of all contractors and their supporting equipment. The 
$5.2 billion is for the continuation of current work patterns with some allow- 
ance for greater concentration of work. 


NEW MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR AN EXPANDED HIGHWAY 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Consideration has been given to the important part rental equipment plays 
in any highway construction program by including its usable inventory in the 
equipment pool. The amount of used, idle equipment controlled by other than 
highway construction industries is rather limited and would have only a nominal 
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bearing on the amount of new equipment needed for an expanded highway con- 
struction program. In view of the foregoing it appears that the only existing 
equipment that can be counted on to accomplish additional highway construction 
will be largely that equipment now in the hands of highway contractors and 
rental agencies. The additional work potential of that equipment has previously 
been estimated at about one-third of the 1954 contract construction volume. 

In order to eliminate the serious bottlenecks which now exist on the Nation's 
highways plant emphasis must be given to improvements in urban areas and on 
the high traffic Interstate System. Nearly one-half of the $101 billion highway 
deficiencies are located in urban areas.and on the limited mileage of the Inter- 
state System. The interstate standards provide for the equivalent of a four- 
lane divided highway over the entire system. Its improvement will require large 
quantities of earthworks and over 25,000 bridges and grade-separation struc- 
tures. Other urban construction, both on and off the Federal-aid system, will 
involve substantial demolition and new structures work. Demolition and struc- 
tures work will create a need for additional cranes, concrete batching plants and 
related equipment. The above-mentioned improvements will have the effect of 
further concentrating highway construction and increasing the work potential of 
the engaged equipment. 

The correction of the remaining deficiencies in rural areas both on and off the 
Federal-aid systems (exclusive of the Interstate System) is expected to follow 
current patterns in that the average size contract will remain relatively small 
($100,000 to $250,000) and will be undertaken concurrently in widely scattered 
locations because of highway fund allotment procedures. 

It is this factor, along with the scattered nature of the critically deficient 
sections, that makes it difficult to achieve the maximum output from highway 
construction machinery. Structure deficiencies on the rural systems (exclusive 
of the interstate) are also substantial. At the present time, slightly over half 
of the investment in construction equipment is in the earthmoving field although 
this phase of the highway improvement represents about one-fourth of the total 
highway cost. It is expected that during the expansion program the need for 
excavation equipment will remain at or near the same percentage in the con- 
tractors’ fleets. The present trend is away from balanced earthwork quantities 
and toward greater excavation yardage per mile in building safety features into 
our highways. This appraisal takes into account recent changes in methods and 
use of equipment. 

Estimates of the quantities of additional construction equipment needed during 
each of the four expansion years along with the replacement requirements for 
the entire 10-year program period are shown on table I. These estimates take 
into consideration present inventories, the greater capacities of new equipment, 
the type and concentration of work to be undertaken in the expansion program 
and other factors. 

With an additional work potential of $1 billion now available from the existing 
equipment inventories for highway construction, new equipment having a work 
potential of about $0.8 billion will be needed in the first expansion year. 
Additional requirements amount to 46,127 units, including 28,127 units of con- 
struction machinery and allied equipment and 18,000 motor vehicles. Replace- 
ment requirements for both construction and maintenance will remain at a 
level of 80,180 units, including 38,990 units of construction machinery and allied 
equipment and 41,190 motor vehicles. The total needs for the first expansion 
year are, therefore, 126,307 units, or less than double the current replacement 
requirements. 

The greatest needs for new equipment occur in the second and third expansion 
years when the total highway construction expenditures reach levels of $8 billion 
and $10 billion respectively. For those years it will be necessary to mechanize 
for an additional contractors’ construction volume of $1.6 billion and $1.5 billion, 
respectively. In the fourth expansion year the smallest quantities of new equip- 
ment will be required. This is when the total highway construction expenditure 
reaches the $11 billion level and the contract construction volume is $0.6 billion 
above the previous year. 

In the 5th program year the expansion will be over and equipment require- 
ments will he largely replacements for the aggregation then in service. Replace- 
ment requirements will gradually increase until the later program years when 
some of the substantial quantities obtained during the 2d and 3d expansion 
years will be worn out. 

An expanded highway construction program will generate a need for additional 
equipment spare parts. These requirements, however, will not peak until after 
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the 4th program year, at which time expansion of the contractors’ fleets will 
have been completed. No difficulty is expected by equipment manufacturers in 
meeting the spare parts requirements of highway construction and maintenance 
and all other users. 


DISTRIBUTORS’ AND MANUFACTURERS’ EQUIPMENT INVENTORIES 


Normally a construction machinery inventory equal to a month's supply is 
maintained at distributor level. At the present time (January 1955) many dis 
tributor inventories are at seasonal lows. These levels can be built up rapidl) 
during.the next several months from the manufacturers’ stocks which are now 
abnormally high in most categories of construction machinery. 

The following is a brief résumé of the status of manufacturers’ inventories 
Earthmoving and hauling equipment 

Crawler tractors, power shovels, motor graders, pneumatic and compacting 
rollers and bottom dump off-highway trailers are in good supply, Inventories 
are short on other off-highway hauling equipment units. ‘Trucks in all cate 
gories are in good supply. 


i\ygregate production equipment 


The inventory of crushing and screening plants is low but most other items 
needed for aggregate production, including compressors and attachments, front 
end loaders, etc., are in good supply. 


Bridge construction equipment 


Power cranes, including both crawler and truck models and related equipment, 
are in good supply. The inventories for concrete batching plants and transit 
concrete mixers are short at present. 

Surfacing equipment 

In general, there is a good stock of bituminous surfacing equipment, including 
asphalt plants, bituminous pavers, rollers and related equipment. On the other 
hand, there are very limited stocks of concrete pavers, spreaders, and finishers 
and the batching plants and transit mixers previously mentioned. 


Manufacturing capacity and time leads 

Since no difficulty is expected in obtaining the necessary trucks and vehicles 
for an expanded highway construction program, Task Force No. 4 concerned 
itself only with the manufacturing capacity for construction machinery and 
allied equipment. The current rate of production for the construction machinery 
and allied equipment industry is 33 to 67 percent of peak capacity, depending 
on the product. The industry as a whole is, therefore, in a good position to 
expand production for an accelerated highway construction program. 

It is also encouraging to know that peak production capacity was reached at 
a time when basic manufacturing materials such as steel and copper were in 
short supply giving promise that the previous production peaks can be sur- 
passed under normal material supply conditions. 

By analyzing the industry’s peak capacity and requirements for general con- 
struction, heavy construction, mining, lumbering, oilfield and pipeline, industrial 
material handling, the export market and other claimants for the industry’s 
products, plus the requirements for the expanded highway construction program, 
it is possible to predict the categories in which expansion or conversion of 
facilities is likely to be required. The operations of many equipment manu- 
facturers are so flexible that only a reassignment of floor space would be in- 
volved in a conversion program. At this time it appears that shortages could 
occur in the following categories during the second and third expansion years: 


Wheel tractors (contractors’ type) 
Off-highway hauling equipment 
Batching plants, concrete 
Concrete pavers 

Concrete spreaders 

Concrete finishers 

Asphalt plants 

Bituminous pavers 

Crushing and screening plants 


61030—55 50 
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Depending on the amount of equipment shifted from other construction areas, 
shortages ef lesser scope in the following categories may also develop: 


Motor graders 
Rollers 


Under normal conditions most equipment production is predicated on firm 
orders or past historical use patterns. In the former case, lead time would be 
involved. It is expeeted, however, that once a highway expansion program 
has been firmed up, equipment manufacturing output will be geared to mass 
production. Except in extraordinary cases, no substantial lead time will be 
required by the manufacturers. 


FINDINGS 


1. Equipment will play a vital role in an accelerated highway program. De- 
velopments in machinery have made it possible to stabilize or reduce the unit 
cost of many highway construction activities in spite of an upward trend in other 
highway-cost elements. The success of a program designed to eliminate $101 
billion worth of highway deficiencies in a 10-year period depends to a large 
extent on the continued outstanding performance of construction machinery and 
allied equipment. 

2. The existing highway equipment aggregations owned or available to high- 
way contractors are estimated to have an additional work potential of approxi- 
mately $1 billion over and above the $3.1 billion volume of highway construction 
accomplished in 1954. This potential would raise the total construction level 
to $5.2 billion if present work patterns remain essentially the same. As previ- 
ously indicated in this report and confirmed by the findings of Task Force No. 3, 
the 1954 contract construction volume could be more than doubled under mavxi- 
mum utilization of the entire work potential of contractors and their supporting 
equipment. 

3. Nearly one-half of the $101 billion highway deficiencies are located in 
urban areas or on the limited mileage of the Interstate System. Most of the 
proposed improvement work involves the elimination of bottlenecks on high 
traffic routes and undoubtedly will be given a high priority in any expanded con- 
struction program. Such a concentration of work would make better equipment 
utilization possible and reduce to some extent the overall equipment quantities 
required. 

4. In view of the idle and expandable work potential of equipment now 
owned or available to highway contractors, additional equipment having an 
annual work potential of $0.8 billion would be sufficient to expand to a $6 billion 
construction level in the first expansion year from the present $4 billion level. 
This expansion would involve some 46,100 additional major units, including 
28,100 units of construction machinery and 18,000 motor vehicles. The total 
requirements for the first expansion year, including replacements for the 1°54 
construction and maintenance levels, would involve approximately 126,300 units. 

5. The maximum equipment requirements, including normal replacements 
and additions, occur in the second expansion year when an $8 billion construc- 
tion level is reached by a $1.6 billion increase in contract construction volume 
over the previous year. The total requirements at this time are about 172,000 
units, including 80,000 replacements and 92,000 additional units for fleet expan- 
sion. 

6. Only a moderate fleet expansion is needed in the fourth year to bring the 
highway construction program to the $11 billion level by a $0.6 billion increase in 
contract construction volume over the previous year. 

7. After the fourth expansion year, annual requirements will be largely of a 
replacement nature. However, this low point in equipment requirements will be 
compensated to some extent by the equipment repair parts requirements which 
will reach a maximum level beginning in the fifth program year. 

8. Distributors’ equipment inventories are now at a seasonal low. Manufac- 
turing stocks, on the other hand, are high in most categories and will be used 
to build up the distributors’ inventories during the next several months. Manu- 
facturers’ inventories are low for most items of concrete paving equipment 
and crushing and screening plants and off-highway hauling equipment. 

9. The current rate of equipment manufacture by the construction machinery 
and allied equipment industry varies from 33 to 67 percent of peak capacity, de- 
pending on the preduct. The industry is, therefore, in a good position to expand 
production for an accelerated highway construction program. 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


10. In the event highway constructiog is expanded at the rate of $2 billion 
per year, shortages in certain equipment categories may develop, particularly in 
the second expansion year, after the additional work potential of existing equip 
ment has been taken up. Such categories include contractor-type wheel tractors, 
off-highway hauling equipment (trucks, trailers and wagons), aggregate pro 
duction machinery, and bituminous and concrete paving equipment. 


CONCLUSION 


Task Force No. 4 has studied the impact of the proposed expanded highway 
program on the construction machinery and allied equipment industry and 
concludes that the industry has, now is providing, or can provide sufficient ca 
pacity to meet the high-level needs of the proposed 10-year expanded roadbuild 
ing program, and at the same time fill all normal needs of other claimants for the 
industry’s equipment. 

(The table “Estimate of equipment requirements” is as follows :) 
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Senator Gore. Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. I have no questions. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. I wonder if Mr. Salditt can give us an idea of the 
percentage of cost which equipment represents in a highway project, 
and whether there has been any change in that in recent years! 

Mr. Sauprrr. Of course, in giving this estimate I will have to use 
the replacement value of the equipment, and assume the construction 
of highways as now envisaged in the Interstate Highway System. It 
is estimated by the industry that equipment required for $1 billion 
worth of new highway construction, in accordance with the designs 
as they are now standard for the Interstate Highway System, has a 
replacement value of $472 million, exclusive of over the highway auto- 
mobiles and pickup trucks and motor vehicles. 

That is the estimate of the industry based on its own observations 
of such projects as the Ohio Turnpike, the New York Thruway, and 
estimates also furnished by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Case. That would be 47.2 percent ? 

Mr. Satorrr. Of the actual construction value of the project, ex- 
clusive of the cost of engineering and right-of-way of course. I am 
speaking of actual construction value. 

Senator Casr. Has there been any change in that in recent years? 

Mr. Saupitr. Yes; the equipment population has increased in pro- 
portion to what has been used in equipment as late as 10 years ago, 20 
years ago, and 30 years ago. Labor has been decreased and the use of 
equipment and therefore the value of equipment on construction has 
increased. 

Senator Case. Has that added to the cost of construeting roads or 
has it helped to offset the difference in the purchasing power of the 
dollar ? 

Mr. Saxprrr. It has very materially decreased the cost of construc- 
tion of roads, and perhaps I may quote from the full report in this 
connection : 

As an example, in 1923, he average unit cost of excavation on Federal-aid 
projects was 47 cents per cubic yard. In spite of the steep rise in the cost index 
since 1923, average excavation costs were only 38 cents per cubic yard in 1953. 

Senator Busu. What were they before that? 

Mr. Savprrr. Forty-seven cents in 1923, and down to 38 cents. 

Senator Busi. Due to the efficiency of Harnischfeger and other 
equipment. 

Mr. Saxprrr. In further support of that contention I refer to an 
article written by Mr. M. D. Christenson, Assistant Deputy Commis- 
sioner, Division of Engineering, United States Bureau of Public 
Roads, in November 1954, to which there are attached very competent 
curves indicating not only the decline in cost relatively speaking of 
excavation, but also proving that other items of highway construction, 
such as surfacing costs have not risen in the same proportion as overall 
highway costs have risen, with the conclusion being reached that it is 
because of the tremendous advances that have been made in the design 
and construction of equipment that it was possible to accomplish that 
purpose. 

Senator Case. Mr. Salditt, have the prices of machinery gone 
down ? 
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Mr. Sauprrr. As to prices of construction machinery, it can be 
stated that during the last 2 years, and certainly since 1953, beginning 
in the fall when rather serious competitive conditions began to ap- 
pear, they have remained fairly stable, and if there had been increases 
in the prices of construction machines they were taking place as a 
direct result of labor-cost increases, of some steel increases which we 
experienced a little over a year ago, and of course such materials as 
copper whose price during the last 2 months increased 20 percent. 

Senator Busu. In answer to the Senator’s question, is it not true 
that the design of equipment is so completely changed that you can 
hardly compare the cost of equipment as such today to what it was 
in the twenties ? 

Mr. Satorrr. That of course is true. 

Senator Case. You had shovels then, and you had cranes then. 

Mr. Saxprrr. In terms of their ability to turn out say 1 cubic yard 
of material, and the costs therefor today, as compared to the costs 
of turning out 1 cubic yard of material 30 years ago, the price of 
course has been reduced materially ; very materially. 

Senator Case. I was giving you and the industry an opportunity 
really to pat yourselves on the back a little bit. That is, if you have 
reduced the average cost of excavation from 47 cents down to 38 cents 
in the face of an increased cost of steel and of wages and taxes, all of 
which I think have contributed to a higher unit cost for machinery, 
the increase in efficiency must have been considerable. 

Mr. Sauprrt. That is of course true. 

Senator Case. Have you any figures to indicate what the tax 
factor is in the price of equipment ? 

Mr. Sauprrr. One of the reasons why during the past few years 
prices of construction machinery have risen only imperceptibly is 
that industry, in a sense passed on to the customer, to the consumer 
of our products, its savings in excess-profits taxes since the first part 
of last year. By and large it can be said that in our industry a good 
share, if not all, of the excess-profits taxes were passed on to the 
consumers. 

Senator Casr. Can you measure that in terms of percentages? I 
have no idea myself just what a fair figure would be for illustrative 
purposes. Let’s says that as of 1952, what percentage of cost was 
due to taxes, and as of the end of 1954 what percentage of cost of 
the machinery would be due to taxes? 

Mr. Savprtr. That would be very difficult for me to estimate. 

Senator Case. I would rather have a deliberate answer than an 
offhand answer. 

Mr. Saxpitr. Cost of equipment is of course sales price to the 
consumer. Is that right? Ordo you mean cost to us? 

Senator Casr. I mean to the person who is going to use it, to the 
contractor. 

Mr. Saupirr. As an average I would say in our industry in 1952, 
during a year of excess-profits taxes, more than 60 percent, and in 
some Instance as much as 70 percent, of total profits before taxes repre- 
sented taxes. So if the income from our work represented 10 percent 
profit before taxes, then of that 10 percent 70 percent were taxes and 
30 percent profits. So 70 percent of the total cost of equipment to the 
consumer, by and large, was represented by taxes in the year 1952. 
That is an offhand opinion. 
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Senator Martin. It is a difficult thing to work out the percentage 
because it partly depends upon the size of the manufacturer as to how 
much the tax bracket is that you may be in. 

Mr. Saupirr. That is correctly stated, Senator. That is the reason 
I am speaking of the total tax burden of say as much as 70 percent 
of total net profit before taxes, which in turn, assuming 10 percent 
as the profit before taxes, would answer Senator Case’s question to 
the extent that 70 percent of the sales price actually was represented 
by taxes. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I do not think my question bears too 
closely on our problem here except to the extent that we might engage 
in a road program which would require a lot of deficit financing, and 
therefore create some inflation which would be reflected in tax rates, 
eventually it might bear on it. I have been under the impression that 
automobile companies and farm equipment and machinery companies 
have been saying in the past few years that the retail price of an auto- 
mobile or of a cornpicker or of other equipment was due about 30 
percent to taxes that were paid somewhere along the line, starting 
with the laborer, the production of the raw materi: al, the manufacture, 
the transportation, the excavation, and all that came along the line. 
I was just wondering if in the equipment field in which you worked 
whether there was any comparable figure or any figures to support 
that ? 

Mr. Sauprrr. Yes, if of course you start with the digging of iron 
ore, the transport of iron ore to the steel mills, the transport of the 
finished steel to the factories, then I would say my statement that 70 
percent of the total sales price to the consumer is represented by taxes 
is wrong. 

I am “speaking of the tax that we, as manufacturers, pay. So it 
could be that the figure is wrong. 

Senator Case. I do not care to pursue it any further. I would like 
to leave it open in case Mr. Salditt would like to furnish any supple- 
mentary material. I think it is helpful here only to the extent that 
it might set up a little warning signal against any inflationary 
programs. 

Senator Gore. You may have permission, without objection, to 
supply any information on this line that you would like, Mr. Salditt. 

Mr. Sarprrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorr. Your testimony has been very helpful and the com- 
mittee thanks you. 

Mr. Rosertson. Mr. Chairman, our next witness, and he will be 
the last, is the immediate past president of our association, Mr. Robert 
M. Reindollar, now consulting engineer at Baltimore, Md. 

Mr. Reindollar started his career in 1910 with the Maryland State 
Roads Commission and served as chairman from 1935 to 1951. He will 
wind up our presentation today. He is a very able engineer and can 
probably answer any questions which the rest of us failed to answer. 

Senator Gore. You come well recommended. The committee will 
be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. REINDOLLAR, CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
BALTIMORE, MD. 


Mr. Rerypotitar. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared state- 
ment. In connection with the testimony which has been presented— 
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and I think it has been very complete—there are 1 or 2 things that 
I would like tocomment on. The question has been raised with respect 
to the design and construction of pavements, particularly with regard 
to the so-called rigid or concrete type and the black top or flexible 
type. 

My experience in highway work goes back from arriving on a survey 
party in Maryland in 1910, working up through the engineering de- 
partment, being appointed chairman of the commission, and serving 
as commissioner under both Governor O’Connor and Governor Lane. 
Since 1951 I have been connected with the consultant engineering firm 
of Gannett, Fleming, Corddry and Carpenter, of Harrisburg, Pa. 
I have had actual and practical experience in the construction of both 
types of pavement and also in the maintaining of those pavements. 

There is considerable controversy in the engineering field with re- 
gard to the value of both types. Actually and practically, a satisfac- 
tory pavement can be constructed of either type. There are certain 
conditions under which one may be'more economical due to the avail- 
ability of certain local materials, but a satisfactory pavement can be 
constructed of either type. 

You spoke of certain concrete pavements with which you were 
familiar where the slab broke and you had a rocking action of the 
slab. In connection with a pavement of that character it is perfectly 
possible, if the slab has not snow broken up in small segments, 
to conserve the investment that has been made in the original pave- 


ment—and we have done a lot of that not only in Maryland but in 
many States—by subsealing the base of the slab. I mean by that that 
we go in, drill holes in the slab and pump a hot bituminous material 


under the slab to fill the void that is under there, and to make the slab 
perfectly rigid insofar as its contact with its subbase is concerned. 
And then by putting in adequate drainage, where water has been able 
to get under the slab and remain there, eliminating that, and resur- 
facing, a new surface to the slab, we have reclaimed many slabs which 
are in the condition of which you speak and made satisfactory roads 
out of them. That has been done by the method of putting a black 
top on the slab and also by putting a reinforced concrete slab on top 
of an existing concrete pavement. 

I do not want the impression left with the committee that there is 
a superiority of either type of pavement. They both have their place 
and both can be satisfactorily constructed. 

A question was raised with regard to the fact that if an accelerated 
program 

Senator Gorr. Before you go to that point will you also give us the 
benefit of your opinion on the cost of maintenance of the two types of 
construction which you have deseribed ? 

Mr. Rernpoiiar. Both the concrete industry and the asphalt indus- 
try put out very complete data in connection with maintenance costs 
on the 2 types of construction. There is some controversy in connec- 
tion with the figures that have been established in connection with that. 
If the roadway is properly constructed, if it is properly designed, and 
then constructed strictly in accordance with the specifications, there 
again you have a possibility of an influence of the availability of local 
materials. Generally the concrete industry claims that over a period 
of years, with regard to the slab itself, they have an edge in connec- 
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tion with the actual maintenance costs of surfacing as compared to 
the bituminous type. The concrete pavement does not need any 
attention but crack pouring, whereas on the bituminous types generally 
there is the necessity of resurfacing of material over a per tod of several 
years, a new application of a surface treatment. 

Senator Gore. You say the concrete industry claims it has an edge. 
Does the asphalt industry agree? 

Mr. Retnpotiar. No, they do not. Both the Portland Cement 
Association and the Asphalt Institute put out very extensive infor- 
mation with regard to the relative costs incident to the maintaining 
of the two different types of surfacing and they do not agree 100 
percent. They are in conflict as to the information that is available. 

There is a difference of opinion actually in some of the highway 
departments, and the engineers in the highway departments, as to 
their own preference of one type as compared to the other. It is a 
controversial proposition. 

Senator Gore. We seem to run into our share of those today. 

Mr. Rernpotiar. The question was raised with respect to getting 
a program underway and the steps that would be necessary in connec- 
tion with the performance on that program. The first thing that is 
necessary of course is to select the program itself, the roads that you 
are going to construct, and priority of construction or selection of 
those sections that will be put under contract. 

The next thing that must be done is the making of a location survey. 
And in addition to that you must make your plan and profile because 
in connection with the acquisition of right-of-way, particularly on 
the more important or primary projects, ‘it is necessary in the acqui- 
sition of right-of-way in many instances to have established the final 
grade of the highway so that you can, in dealing with the property 
owner, give him the information as to how his land adjacent to the 
highway will be affected by cuts and fills, and also by the change in 
drainage structures through the land which will be occupied by the 
highway. 

My own experience, and I think it is pester generally conceded, is 
that one of the principal bottlenecks that we have encountered in 
connection with getting a program underway is the right-of-way 
problem, and it is for that reason that it is essential to have plans 
prepared in advance so that the right-of-way can be acquired and at 
the time the contract is awarded give the contractor a free field of 
operation so that he does not eet tied up in connection with his 
operation by virtue of the fact. that all the right-of-way has not been 
acquired and he runs into difficulties in connection w ith his operation. 
That has occurred on many projects and it is still occurring in connec- 
tion with some of the work that is going on. 

Senator Gore. Will you give us the benefit of your experience in 
Maryland with limited access rights-of-way ? 

Mr. Rernpotxar. In the State of Maryland we went into a construc- 
tion program under Governor Lane’s administrat ion where a provision 
was made for the expenditure of $200 million in a 4-year period. 
Prior to that time, between 1910 and 1947, the capital expenditure for 
highway construction had been only slightly over $216 million. So 
that when we went into a $200 million program in 4 years we were 
confronted with a very great expansion in what we were doing. 





792 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Actually the amount of work that had been completed prior to that 
was about $7 million a year. We were able, however, to go ahead 
and do $9 million the first year, $36 million the second, and fifty-some 
million the third in establishing that program. 

In connection with that program we have the authority on main 
lines to construct denied-access or controlled-access highways. 

We started on roads between Washington and Frederick, Washing- 
ton and Baltimore, Washington and Annapolis, and the York road 
from Baltimore City line on up to the Pennsylvania line, all of them 
denied-access highways. 

At the end of the Lane administration when we had substantially 
put the $200 million under contract, the demand, by virtue of the fact 
that the people had seen in the State the modern highway as compared 
with the highways that had been constructed years ago, resulted in 
the approval of an additional $567 million financial program for the 
construction of more highways over a 12-year period. 

When that bill went through there were two counties in the State 
that demanded that no roads with denied access should be constructed 
within the confines of those two counties. The bill passed and the 
Governor signed the bill. 

At the present time, as I outlined before, we are building a number 
of denied-access highways in the State of Maryland today and we are 
building a very fine highway where we have all the features of the toll 
road insofar as design and construction are concerned, except they are 
built as free roads. 

The Maryland Legislature today is in its last 10 days of its session. 
There has been introduced in the legislature within the past 2 or 3 days 
local bills from about 4 or 5 counties taking away from the State roads 
commission the authority to build additional denied-access highways 
within those counties. Whether they will pass I do not know. If 
they do pass whether the Governor will sign them I do not know. But 
it merely shows a trend, that there are certain local people who do 
not want to give up the right toa road constructed through their area 
or through their property which increases the value of the property. 

On the other hand, highways are generally as a matter of 
fact almost entirely paid for—by the motoring public. We have had 
experience in the State of Mary and that is true in m: iny other 
States—where we have built a modern highway of a dual-lane type 
without obtaining, in the initial instance, the r ight of denial of access; 
where the fringe development along the roadw: ay has been such that 
there is an entrance on the highway within ever y two or three hundred 
feet, which completely destroys the value of that highway for free- 
moving traffic because you are subjected to the possibility of somebody 
coming on at almost any instant. 

So you lose the value of the investment for a highway that has the 
potentiality of carrying large volumes of traffic, and you also have to 
reduce speeds on it for safet y purposes. 

If we are going to have an adequate system of highways in this coun- 
try, we have got to have the right of denied access to preserve the 
investment that is placed in the ‘highway. And that, if necessary to 
be perpetuated, should come in the Federal bill in connection with 
the interregional system, and I think that should be done. 

Senator Gorr. In constr ucting the denied-access roads, did you fol- 
low the existing location of roads? Did you rebuild an existing road 
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or did you bypass many communities and in large measure relocate and 
build a new road ? 

Mr. Rernpoiiar. Maryland was one of the pioneer States in high 
way construction, and the original primary system in itself was com- 
pleted prior to the automobile becoming the factor in transportation 
that it has, in consequence of which generally our main roads are 
built to a standard that is not recognized as being adequate to take 
care of the traffic today. The highways that we are constructing 
today, with the denied access feature, are almost 100 percent new roads 
on new locations. 

Senator Gore. Then you did not have the problem of which Senator 
Byrd spoke to this committee of obliterating the vast investments that 
have been made along the Nation’s highways, which is a matter of 
national significance. 

Mr. Rernpotiar. We built and completed in 1938 a dual highway 
from Baltimore to the Pennsylvania line on the route to Wilmington 
and on up to Philadelphia and New York. It is completely a modern 
highway. The right-of-way was acquired without denial of access. 
As the road started to build up with filling stations, tourist cabins, 
honky-tonks, and everything else along it, we found that we were los- 
ing something that we had paid a considerable amount of money for 
in that we were going to have on the Philadelphia road, although it 
was a dual highway, a condition somewhat similar to the old road 
between Washington and Baltimore, which has been pointed out as 
outstanding in a highway that has lost its integrity for the free move- 
ment of traffic by virtue of the fact that it is completely built up along 
both sides. 

Legislation was passed which enabled the State roads commission 
to negotiate with the adjacent property owners to purchase the denial 
of access, and we found that in the initial instance we went out and 
purchased land through undeveloped country, and all we had 
was the purchase of the land and the severance damages that were 
‘raused to the adjacent property by virtue of the fact that we cut 
farms up. 

When we went out to purchase the denial of access, we found that 
we were in a position of buying front-foot property on one of the 
main-traveled roads in the State and it would cost more to obtain the 
denial of access than it would to build a parallel new road on new 
location. 

There is a bill before the Maryland Legislature today to create 
an authority within the State’s road commission, to build a toll high- 
way from Baltimore to the Delaware line with a branch up to the 
Pennsylvania line, which will be a substitute for this road which was 
only completed i in 1938, because of the fact that that road is becoming 
obsolete in its ability to carry the volume of traffic that it should carry 
by virtue of the fact that we did not protect the right-of-way at the 
time we purchased it. 

Senator Gore. Were there additional points that you wanted to 
touch on ? 

Mr. Retnpotiar. I think that is all, sir, unless you want to go into 
the general toll road situation with regard to how it may affect your 
interregional system ? 

Senator Gore. I believe I will turn to Senator Martin. 
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Senator Martin. I have no questions. This has been a very in- 
structive session. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Case: Mr, Chairman: Pursuing the subject on which you 
were just speaking, Mr. Reindollar, is it your experience that dealing 
with the landowner alone is sufficient to give you control of access 
without any statutory authority ¢ 

Mr. Retnpotiar. No, sir. You have to have the statutory authority, 
I think, to successfully attain the complete denied access. 

Senator Case. Can the Federal Government establish that by Fed- 
eral legislation ? 

Mr. Retnpoiiar. I do not know—I am not a lawyer—whether the 
Federal Government can establish that by Federal legislation. But I 
think the Federal Government, in making appropriations to be ex- 
pended within the States, can have a requirement that the denial of 
access must be obtained in connection with the purchase of right-of- 
way for that particular project before the Federal funds can be applied 
for construction. 

Senator Casr. The Federal Government could withhold the funds 
but there would be no requirement to give it. I am wondering if we 
do not have a practical difficulty there, particularly in the initiation 
of a program in advance of State legislative action. 

Mr. Rernpotnar. I think you do have. It is quite a problem. I 
think it is important in the building of the primary system, with par- 
ticular reference to the interregional system, that the investment that 
is made should be conserved or perpetuated so that you will maintain 
the integrity of the movement of traffic over that highway. 

Senator Case. In your experience, if you want to acquire the control 
so that the landowner does not have the right to come in on to the 
road whenever he wants to, can he give you a perpetual cession of that 
right? Can he sell it to you? Or would you have to get an: ease- 
ment back a certain distance ? 

Mr. Rernpotiar. No, sir; he can sell it to you if your statutory au- 
thority is such that you have the right to purchase with the denial of 
access. Asa matter of fact, I believe that it would be possible under 
an agreement between the highway department and a property owner 
in the initial purchase to purchase with denial of access. You may 
have to pay considerably more for it but I think that could be done. 
I think you would be better off if you had—— 

Senator Casr. You would have to pay for it in either event, whether 
you did it because of a State law or whether you did it in your 
bargaining. 

Mr. Retnpoxiar. I think that is true, sir. I think you have a little 
bit better background if you have a State law. 

Senator Case. Do you regard it as quite important to get the route 
established and the right-of-way before you make commitments in 
the way of investment that would eee you if somebody did start 
to build along the prospective route? Is it important to get this 
right-of-way early ? 

Mr. Retnpoiiar. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Bearing that in mind, and also bearing in mind the 
answer you have just given as to the possibility of getting the right- 
of-way through negotiation with the landowner, do you see any help 
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in the possibility of creating a right-of-way corporation which could, 
upon the request of the State, proceed to acquire rights-of-way with 
control of access? 

Mr. Retnpo.iar. Senator, to answer that I would think that in 
some instances such an arrangement would be helpful: yes, sir. 

Senator Case. I would like to ask a question along a different line. 
You heard the testimony this morning when we were making some 
inquiry with regard to the types of construction required by the 
traffic that would use the road ¢ 

Mr. Retnpoiiar. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Do you have any observations with respect to the 
wear and tear on highways, comparatively speaking, between the 
average motorcar and the heavy truck ? 

Mr. Rernpoivar. I was responsible, sir, for the Maryland road test 
which has been a controversial issue with respect to the damage that 
is created to a highway by different sizes and weights of vehicles. 
The Maryland road test proved very conclusively that the heavier 
the axleload, the quicker we had a complete disintegration of the 
pavement. 

The Maryland road test was constructed on a pavement that had 
been built 9 years previous to the concentration of traffic but confined 
within the 1-mile area. The pavement was in excellent shape at the 
time. we started our test. It was part of a contract of several miles 
and the pavement on either side of where the test was actually con- 
ducted is still in excellent condition. So we did break down a section 
of pavement built identically to that that has the normal traffic on 
either side of it. 

I do not think the Maryland road test was entirely conclusive and 
as a result of that—and the test, incidentally, was participated in b 
8 or 9 States, the Bureau of Public Roads, and the Highway Recdieeh 
Board—there are other tests along the same lines which are being 
conducted at the present time. 

Insofar as the standards of design which have been adopted by 
the American Association of State Highway Officials and the Bureau 
of Public Roads for width of right-of-way, for alinement, grade, and 
width of surfacing, I think that they are perfectly satisfactory. We 
are confronted then with a picture of what we are going to do with 
regard to the thickness of the slab, and that will be controlled by the 
ultimate weight and size of the vehicle that is going to be permitted 
to operate on it. 

The legal limitation as allowed by the States throughout the entire 
country varies from a 16,000-pound axleload up to a 22,400-pound axle- 
load. 

The recommendations of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials provide for a maximum single-axle load of 18,000 pounds, 
and a combination of axles or dual axles of two 16,000-pound axles 
or a gross load on coupled axles of 32,000 pounds. 

When we come to coupled axles in those States that have the 22,400- 
pound limitation on a single axle some of them permit the dual axles 
to carry twice the 22,400, and some of them reduce that to 20,000 
pounds. 

When we are talking about the expenditure of a hundred billion 
dollars for the rehabilitation of a system of highways, I think it 





796 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


should be definitely established what the ultimate gross load will be 
so that the highway in the initial instance can be properly designed 
to carry that load. 

1 think it is important, sir, to have the Bureau of Public Roads 
attempt to have the tests expedited so that an early evaluation may 
be established as to what the gross load shall be. 

There is something else that comes into consideration with the 
studies that are being made at this time that we did not do in Mary- 
land. All we did in Maryland was to take different sized trucks with 
different axle concentrations and ride them over the pavement until 
we broke the pavement up. 

There is another feature that enters into it in the overall economy 
of automotive transportation, and that is the ability of a design 
economical engine to carry a specific load over an established grade. 
Generally speaking, on the through routes they attempt to establish 
a maximum grade of 3 percent. You have to go over that in the 
mountains. They try to establish that as the controlling grade. 
So you have the economy as to the maximum load that you can carry 
in a proper size vehicle as compared to the additional cost which 
wrod be involved in building a heavier slab to accommodate that 
load and offset one against the other. Those studies are being made. 

Senator Casr. In your observation as to the application of funds 
to highways, have you noticed any tendency on the part of State 
or local authorities to drag their feet a little bit with respect to 

utting up equal matching funds where highways are built to a 
bigher standard than the normal primary or secondary roads? 

Mr. Rernpoiiar. In that particular case, sir, 1 am only familiar 
in any detail in regard to my own State, and that system has been 
worked out in a satisfactory manner in the State of Maryland. 

We have increased gasoline taxes and increased the revenue from 
the licensing of motor vehicles and trueks to the extent that we have 
been able to set up this $568 million program. 

Senator Casz. You have enough money so that the matching is not 
a problem ¢ 

Mr. Reipotrar. It is not a problem. We have the authority to 
issue $300 million of bonds hia are retired from motor vehicle 


revenue, and under the State statute the limitation on a highway bond 
is 15 years. 


Senator Casr. Do you see any value or any necessity, then, for hav- 
ing better than a 50-50 ratio on —— for the Interstate System ? 
a 


Mr. Rernpotiar. As I say, sir, in Maryland we could match it under 
the provision that we set up. Some of the other States I think are 
in a position that they do not have the ability to raise funds perhaps 
as well as the State of Maryland. We are confronted with another 
thought, sir. You get in a car in Washington and you can ride the 
expressway to Baltimore, ride the Philadelphia road up to the Dela- 
ware line, go through Delaware, and then you go across a toll bridge, 
and you can ride toll highways, or by the end of next year you will 
be able to ride toll highways all the way up into Maine. By the end 
of next year you can branch off of the New Jersey Turnpike just 
north of Philadelphia, go across the Delaware River, and go through 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and on into Chieago on a toll high- 
way. You will also be able to leave Boston, go across Massachusetts, 
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hit at Albany the New York Throughway, go west and into Chicago 
on a toll highway. 

The West Virginia Turnpike has been completed for a distance of 
88 miles. There is now a tri-State study being made to extend that 
highway across Virginia and down into North Carolina. 

They are also making studies to extend the West Virginia Turn- 
pike in a northerly direction. 

Within the last 2 weeks the State of Washington approved a $270 
million project for a toll highway from Tacoma, bypassing Seattle, 
and up to Everett. 

Legislation has just been passed in Louisiana for a turnpike. They 
are extending the Oklahoma turnpike system. They are starting on 
toll roads in the State of Texas. They are contemplating the exten- 
sion of the south Florida Turnpike to the Georgia line. 

It is true that just a few weeks ago the previous legislation for 
building of turnpikes in Georgia was invalidated but the Governor, 
when he signed the bill which abolished the turnpike authority, said 
that did not mean that turnpikes will never be built in Georgia. 
He said if they are built in adjoining States, Georgia may go back 
into the matter. 

So you have a very strong indication that turnpikes, insofar as 
they can be constructed as self-liquidating projects, if there is not 
some other method of financing involved, will be exploited to the 
maximum degree. 

Senator Case. From what you know of these turnpikes in existence, 
and those planned, can you state any general rule as to whether or 
not passenger cars will travel on those turnpikes at the same rate of 
toll—let me put it this way: Will heavy trucks travel on those turn- 
pikes at the same rate of toll as the passenger cars? 

Mr. Rertnpotiar. No, sir. In every case the fee charged to a truck 
is considerably more than what it is for a passenger car. 

Senator Cass. Then if we should build a system of interstate high- 
ways to the standards of turnpike, that is, a superhighway, do you 
think that you could say that the user would be paying for the high- 
way if we have them as free roads and depend only on gasoline revenues 
to retire the costs of building the highways? 

Mr. Rernpotzar. I can only answer that, sir, by saying from my 
own personal experience that in one State, the State of Maryland, 
we will be able in a period of 12 years to build a satisfactory system 
of highways on a combined pay-as-you-go and bond-issue method 
of financing. The bonds, however, to be entirely retired from motor- 
vehicle imposts in gasoline taxes and registration fees. So that it 
is possible to build an adequate system of motor highways and have 
the motorists pay for it. 

Senator Case. That may be the possibility but it does not quite 
meet the question I wanted answered, and that is whether or not if 
the motorist is to pay for it whether the passenger car should con- 
tribute by gasoline taxes at the same rate that the truck does simply 
on a gallonage basis ? 

Mr. Retnpouiar. It is not my intention to evade in any way a direct 
answer to your question, Senator. May I say this: The gasoline tax 
has been considered a fair method of taxation in that the lighter 
vehicle travels a greater number of miles than the heavier vehicle. 

61030—55 51 
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It is realized and recognized, in every State in the Union, that there 
is a substantial difference in the economy with respect to the amount 
of money that should be paid by the truck as compared to the pas- 
senger car in that every State charges a higher registration fee for 
trucks, and they are graded in accordance with the size of the truck 
or the load it is permitted to carry. 

Senator Case. But in spite of that you told us that whenever you 
have a toll road that the tolls for the truck are heavier than that for 
the passenger car ? , 

Mr. Rernvotiar. That is true, sir. The State charges gasoline 
taxes plus a higher registration fee for the truck. 

The toll road is a self-liquidating project. 

Senator Case. Even after they me done that the truck still is 
willing to go onto the toll road and pay a higher toll than the pas- 
senger car pays. 

Mr. Rernpoiiar. The revenue derived from gasoline taxes and reg- 
istration fees has nothing to do whatsoever with the financing of the 
ordinary toll highway. The ordinary toll highway is financed en- 
tirely from the tolls collected for the use of that particular facility. 
The truckers therefore would naturally have to pay more. 

Senator Casr. Why do the trucks go onto the highway? Are they 
required to travel on the turnpikes ? 

Mr. Rernpooizar. The truck go onto the highway because as a 
matter of actual dollars and cents it is cheaper for them to pay that 
toll than it is to operate with the time losses and the additional oper- 
ating costs involved on a free highway. 

Senator Case. It is good business for them to pay the higher toll 
in order to have the better road ¢ 

Mr. Retnpoitiar. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. I think that that same logic would lead them to 
support a program whereby they could get better roads and save 
money by paying a license fee or something or other that would be 
devoted to producing those specific roads. 

Mr. Rerypotiar. The point that you make there is that if a fa- 
cility were constructed not as a toll road but as a free facility the 
truckers should be willing to pay an additional cost by virtue of the 
fact that having this highway available they will be able to effect the 
same economies that they are doing on the toll roads where they have 
been constructed. 

Senator Casr. Yes. And it would reflect the higher standards that 
have been built into the roads to support the heavy trucks. 

Mr. Rerypotiar. It seems logical, sir. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gore. From your experience with the Maryland road tests 
did you reach any conclusion as to the relative value of dual axles on 
the heavy loads? 

Mr. Rernpoiiar. Senator, the results of the Maryland road tests 
have been published and they are available. 

Senator Gore. I would like to see those. Would the Bureau of 
Roads have it ? 

Mr. Rerypotiar. We will endeavor to obtain a copy for you right 
away, sir. 

The test indicated very definitely that there was a more rapid deteri- 
oration of the highway under repeated loads of a 22,400-pound single- 
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axle load as compared to the 18,000 single-axle load. And it showed 
that when we got the dual 20,000 pound as compared to the dual 16,000 
pound, I think the ratio was 8 times as quick with the 22,000 as with 
the single 18,000 and about 40 times as quick that the road deteri- 
orated under the dual 22,400- or 20,000-pound axle load as compared 
to the dual 16. 

I do not want to be held to those figures because I am quoting from 
memory. But they are available and they are definite. 

The Maryland Road was a road designed some 12 or 14 years ago 
and is not comparable to the highway that is being designed today. 
In other words, it was not built as heavy as the roads that are being 
constructed at the present time. So it did give a condition of break- 
ing up a highway dediatiell some years back and would not be exactly 
comparable to what would happen on a highway of more modern 
design. Those tests are being conducted at the present time. 

Senator Gore. Would it not be in order if we have an immense 
highway construction program now, designed to carry present weights, 
and 15 ye ars from now, through operation of various State legislatures, 
the load is increased 50 percent again, we would have a comparable 
situation ? 

Mr. Rernpoitiar. You would have a comparable situation; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. You speak of the other tests now being held. Can 
you identify those tests, as to locality? 

Mr. Retnpoxtxar. There is one being conducted I think in Idaho, 
and another in Illinois. That information would be available through 
the Bureau of Public Roads. They are participating in both of them. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Reindollar, the committee thanks you very 
much. Your testimony has been very enlightening and very helpful. 

The committee is also pleased to have at the table Mr. Burton F. 
Miller, an exccutive of the American Road Builders’ Association. 

Mr. Miller, do you have anything that you wish to say to the 
committee ? 

Mr. Mitier. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. It has been a privilege 
to participate in these hearings. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. I would like, for the purpose of the record, to note 
that we have had the pleasure of having with us today Congressman 
Harry McGregor who was the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Roads in the House Committee on Public Works during the 83d Con- 
gress. Congressman McGregor has in both his business experience 
and his work in the Congress of the United States been intensely 
interested in construction and in the building of roads. 

I think it is something of a compliment to the chairman of this com- 
mittee and the hearings which you have been conducting that Con- 
gressman McGregor should come over here today. 

I thought for the record that I should note that he has been present. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. This is the third time he has been pres- 
ent. Heisa man of many distinctions, one of which is that he has one 
of the most beautiful wives in Congress. 

Mr. MoGrecor. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to tell you 
that I appreciate the opportunity of being here. I thoroughly enjoy 
it. I know the discussions have been on a very high plane and, Mr. 
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Chairman, I congratuate you as a presiding officer very much. I am 
glad to be here. . 
Senator Gore. Thank you. Please come back. 
The committee is adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10. 
(Additional statements received are as follows:) 


THe UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF Mayors, 
Washington 6, D. C., March 31, 1955. 
Senator ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcomittee on Roads, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: With reference to the pending highway legislation, 
I enclose a report of the highway-program committee of the United States Con- 
ference of Mayors and would ask that you insert it in the record of the present 
hearings. I wish to make it clear that this report has not been passed upon 
by the full membership of this organization. However, the committee was com- 
posed of officials representing a good cross section of our membership. 

Entirely aside from the general highway program, your attention is specifically 
called to paragraph 8, which makes a very concrete recommendation with regard 
to the highway program and civil defense. 

Thanking you kindly, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
EvMEr E. Ropirnson, 
Mayor of San Francisco, President. 


MEMORANDUM ON PENDING HIGHWAY LEGISLATION FrRoM: HIGHWAY PROGRAM 
COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 


1. Many studies and surveys made by the United States Bureau of Public Roads, 
in cooperation with the 48 State highway agencies, indicate in detail existing 
highway deficiencies throughout the United States. Approximately one-half of 
these deficiencies is urban in character. 

2. It is generally recognized that there must be an immediate acceleration of 
highway construction if the requirements of today and the foreseeable future 
are to be met. 

3. This committee is in accord with the conclusions reached by the Clay Com- 
mittee that a construction program for the Interstate System, including urban 
arterial and connecting routes, should be authorized by the Congress and that 
such a program should be carried out within a 10-year period. 

4. In view of primary Federal responsibility for development of the Inter- 
state System, the financing of construction on the Interstate System must be 
assumed by the National Government as is contemplated in the provisions of 
S. 1160. 

5. This committee is aware of the controversy over the precise methods for 
financing a greatly expanded Interstate System program. The bond proposal 
in S. 1160 is considered by many city officials to be sound and feasible. On the 
other hand, the proposal has received widespread criticism and its legal validity 
has even been questioned by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
Should the committee vote adversely on this suggestion of the Clay Committee, our 
committee points out that the Federal gasoline tax could be increased in such 
amount as to yield enough funds to offset the additional expenditures proposed 
in the Clay report for the Interstate System. Further, as provided in the Case 
bill, S. 1573, a variation of the Clay Committee bond recommendation could be 
carried out through imposition of tolls on certain major bridges and tunnels on 
the Interstate System which would be suitable for tolls. 

6. The chief weakness of the Clay Committee report and 8S. 1160 is that it does 
not provide for a balanced construction program as between the Interstate Sys- 
tem and the primary, secondary, and urban systems. It is recommended that the 
minimum appropriations to be allotted to the primary, secondary, and urban 
systems should be the amounts proposed in the Gore bill (S. 1048). This is 
particularly important with regard to requirements on the urban system by reason 
of the fact that many key urban arterial routes are not now included in the 
Interstate System. 

7. It is specifically recommended that those sections of 8S. 1160 giving fiscal 
credit to States for previous State expenditures on the Interstate System be 
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eliminated. Such a device, providing for retroactive treatment, is unsound in 
principle and presents insurmountable problems of administration. 

8. In view of the recognized necessity of providing escape routes from cities 
in case of atomic attack, present law should be amended to include a fifth category 
of highways in the Federal system. This would be known as the Civil Defense 
System. Since such evacuation routes in many cases would not be identical 
with the existing Interstate, primary, secondary, and urban system networks, 
it is urgent that this new classification be authorized. The amount of funds to 
be expended for these routes should be based on surveys by the Public Roads 
Administration and the Federal Civil Defense Administration in cooperation 
with State and city governments. 


PORTLAND CEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, 1U., March 24, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR GorRE: We have received word from secretary of the Public 
Works Committee, Mr. T. W. Sneed, that the subcommittee of which you are 
chairman would like to receive information on the ability of the cement industry 
to provide for the requirements of a much needed and greatly expanded highway 
program. 

Our work does not include the development of this type of information. 

The activities of the Portland Cement Association, a national organization, are 
limited to scientific research, the development of new or improved products and 
methods, technical service, promotion and educational effort (including safety 
work in member company plants), and are primarily designed to improve and 
extend the uses of portland cement and concrete. 

Our association has nothing whatever to do with the production, distribution, 
pricing, or selling of portland cement. It does not collect, distribute, nor publish 
statistics on productive capacity, production, costs, or prices for portland cement. 
It does not speak for the cement industry on commercial matters, and it has 
nothing to do with trade practices. 

The Bureau of Mines, United States Department of the Interior, has just pub- 
lished the results of a recent survey made by it of cement industry capacity, pres- 
ent and future. The survey results appear in the November 1954 Mineral Indus- 
try Surveys—Bureau of Mines, Monthly Cement Report No. CP 402. 

The monthly cement report includes estimates of capacity for continental 
United States as of the end of 1954, capacity as of the end of 1956 based on cur- 
rent expansion plans, and as of the end of 1959 assuming that an expanded high- 
way program is enacted by Congress. The document was prepared by Oliver 8. 
North, of the Bureau. May I suggest that this would be a valuable source of 
information on your question. Mr. North would no doubt be glad to furnish the 
committee with more detailed information on the capacity outlook. 

Please accept my personal respect and best wishes. 

Yours very truly, 
G. DonaLp KENNEDY. 
PorTLAND CEMENT 


The supply of cement is one of the major areas investigated. Cement produc- 
tion is limited by two major factors: One is clinker production and grinding 
capacity, and the other is storage. Many plants located in the northern part of | 
the country have a far greater clinker production and grinding capacity than 
can be effectively utilized under the seasonal demand existing in those areas. 
Ordinarily, only small amounts of cement are sold in those areas during the 
winter months. During this period, grinding capacity is limited by the amount 
of cement that can be sold plus the amount that can be carried in storage at the 
beginning of the construction season. It is not economic or practical to con- 
struct sufficient storage for a 12-month capacity operation of the burning and 
grinding facilities. Another factor that limits annual production in the north- 
central area of the country is the seasonal characteristics of lake transport. In 
this area clinker is often transported long distances by water and, therefore, 
grinding capacity during the period of transport shutdown is also limited by 
clinker storage capacity when transport closes for the season. 

It is estimated that the present capacity of existing plants operating under 
the conditions outlined above is about 280 million barrels per year. This is 15 
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million barrels more than the current production rate of 265 million barrels per 
year. 

Highway construction at its present level uses about 50 million barrels of 
cement a year on the job site. It also uses many other products, particularly 
conerete culvert pipe, that require cement in their production. Based on current 
production rates, it is estimated that approximately 215 million barrels of cement 
are used for all construction other than highway construction, for all types of 
maintenance including highway maintenance, and for the production of concrete 
products including those used in highways. 

The expanded highway program will require an additional 112 million barrels 
of cement. At the peak of the program, during the 4th through 10th years, 
approximately 161 million barrels of cement will be used each year. This amounts 
to over half the current production and, as shown on the following table, exceeds 
the current production in some areas. 





$11,000,000,000 

Capacity, in highway 

Region 1,000 barrels program 
per year requirements, 
in 1,000 barrels 


. New York and New England 

. Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware, New oe: and District of 
Columbia... a ee he ee 38, 20, 121 

. Ohio and West Virginia : oes ; 14, 190 

. Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, and Wisconsin. 

. Southeast la ecade 

. North Dakota, South Dakota, “Minnesota, ‘and Towa_..___.___-____- 

. Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Arkansas.._____- ; 

. Texas and New Mexico 

. Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, 1, Colorado, and Arizona _- 

. Oregon and Washington 

. California 


16, 798 
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It will be noted that in the New York-New England area and in the Michigan, 
Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, and Wisconsin area the requirements of cement for 
an $11 billion highway program would take the entire current cement production 
capacity and leave no supply for other users. 

As stated previously, approximately 15 million barrels of additional cement 
production could be obtained from present installations. In addition, new 
installations capable of producing at least 20 million barrels per year are now 
planned. It is probable, therefore, that if the demand for maintenance and 
other construction does not change materially, at least 35 million barrels of 
cement will be available for the expanded highway program. However, it is 
known that a material expansion in the production of concrete pipe will also be 
necessary, and it is estimated that the production of the additional pipe will 
require at least 4 million barrels of cement. This use will reduce the amount 
of cement available for on-the-job work such as pavement and bridges to 31 
million barrels. This is only sufficient for a $2 billion expansion of the highway 
program. It will be necessary, therefore, for the cement industry to expand 
its production by approximately 80 million barrels if other demands remain at 
the current level. 

It is reported that at the present time the cement producers are contemplating 
the installation of additional facilities and that the installation of these facili- 
ties will raise the cement production capacity to 338 million barrels per year by 
1956 and to 407 million barrels by 1959. Since the total estimated requirements 
amount to only 380 million barrels, this increase in capacity should provide the 
cement needed for the expanded highway program. 


PoRTLAND CEMENT PRODUCTION, SHIPMENTS, AND STOCKS FOR NOVEMBER 1954 


Survey of estimated future cement capacity——The Bureau of Mines in October 
1954 made a special survey of future cement producing capacity as a service to 
the President’s Advisory Committee on a National Highway Program. Pro- 
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ducers in the continental United States were asked to estimate their capacity 

as of the end of 1954 and 1956 based on present expansion plans, and as of the 

end of 1959 “* * * assuming that the proposed $50 billion 10-year highway 

program is enacted by Congress in 1955, and assuming that new construction 

and maintenance and repair, other than highway construction resulting from the 

$50 billion highway program, will remain at about the current level * * *.” 
From this canvass the following national totals were compiled: 


Barrels per year 


IN cies alli ikea . 200, 753, 000 
a at ari ee See = 
STITT icine ice eebainiclenendthti abeeapaatieiaai iene 407, 237, 000 


The estimated capacity of the portland cement industry in the continental 
United States as of December 31, 1953, was 287,498,330 barrels. 


Portland Cement in the United States and Puerto Rico 


[Thousands of barrels} 





| 
| 


| Novem ber January-Novem ber 
| | Percent Percent 
| 1953 1954 | change 1953 1954 change 
from 1953 from 1953 
—_ —————————ee — Ts - -_— — _ 
Finished cement: 
Production. - . | 22,529 23, S41 +6 243, 780 248, 7 + 
Shipments | 19,494 22, 781 +17 246, 758 257, 764 +4 
Stocks (Nov. 30) | 13,083 10, 727 -18 
Capacity used (percent) - 97 99 O4 “ 
Clinker 
Production - 22, 489 23, 665 +5 243, 393 | 2 247, 993 +2 
Stocks (Nov. 30) | 4, 022 3, 589 | —11 e 
1 Includes revisions for July, August, and September 
2 Includes revisions for July, August, September, and October. 
Source: Mineral Industry Surveys, U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, Monthly Cement 
Report No. CP 402, 


(Thereupon, at 4:18 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10a. m., Friday, April 1, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 1, 1955 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEER ON PuBLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBLIc Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:12 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 
Present: Senators Gore and McNamara. 
Senator Gore. The first witness is Mr. Sidney J. Williams, repre- 
senting the National Safety Council. 


STATEMENT OF SIDNEY J. WILLIAMS, REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL 


Mr. Wiu1Ams. Mr. Chairman, in line with your request I will 
present a very brief summary of this paper, hoping that the full paper 
may appear in the record. 

I am Sidney J. Williams. I am assistant to the president of the 
National Safety Council, a nonprofit association on which the Con- 
gress has bestowed a Federal charter. For more than half of my 36 
years on the council’s staff, I have been in charge of our work relating 
to accident prevention on streets and highways, and am presently 
serving as acting manager of our traffic and transportation depart- 
ment. I appear here today at your invitation, not to speak for or 
against any particular measure, but as an “expert witness” on the safe 
use of the Canaan system—that is, on the extent, causes, and preven- 
tion of motor vehicle traffic accidents and how this relates to a Na- 
tional Highway Program. 

President Eisenhower in his message on this subject referred to 
such accidents as the first of four basic considerations. Let us look 
at the general picture. 

Tn 1924, highway traffic deaths in the United States passed the 19,000 
mark. In December of that year, Secretary of Commerce Herbert 
Hoover called together the First National Conference on Street and 
Highway Safety. In this and subsequent meetings all the interested 
agencies, official, business, and civic, first began to work together. One 
outcome of these Hoover conferences was the joint effort for uniform 
traffic laws and ordinances which has brought notable though still in- 
complete results. 

The chart shows how rapidly traffic was increasing and with it the 
opportunity for accidents. In 1941, deaths reached a peak of nearly 
40,000. Then wartime gas rationing sharply cut both travel mileage 
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and deaths. We wondered anxiously what would happen when war’ 
end brought release of the pent-up urge to go places. Would the de: ath 
curve take another jump? 

In 1946 and succeeding years, on invitation of President Truman, 
all the interested groups again met in the President’s Highway Safety 
Conference. Through months of committee work the action program 
was hammered out as a joint statement of the various approaches and 
measures needed to meet the challenge. 

These measures, applied more and more generally throughout the 
Nation, did check the accident rise we had feared, but not quite fast 
enough to offset the constantly growing number of drivers, cars, and 
miles traveled. The death toll ‘began to creep up again. December 
1951—the tenth anniversary of Pearl Harbor—witnessed our millionth 
traffic death. Some 3,300 of our men had died at Pearl Harbor. In 
that same month, and in every “normal” December, more than 3,300 
of our people die in traffic in our “safe” homeland. The traffic toll to 
date is twice the total of battle deaths in all our wars. 

There was clear need for a dramatic quickening of public interest 
to support the safety efforts of traffic officials and organizations. 
President Eisenhower recognized this need and in February 1954, the 
White House Conference on Highway Safety convened here in W ‘ash- 
ington. A brilliant galaxy of top leaders in business, agriculture, 
labor, information media, and other groups pledged support for or- 
ganized traffic safety programs in every State and community, and 
they are making good on this pledge. There were 2,000 fewer deaths 
in 1954 than in 1953. 

Now let us look at a very significant figure, the mileage death rate, 
or deaths per hundred million vehicle-miles traveled. In 1925, when 
mileage data were first available, this rate was 18. In 1938 it was 
down to 12, in 1953 to 7, and last year, 1954, to 6.5. Yet this remark- 
able reduction of 64 percent in the rate has barely made up for the 
continuing increase in travel. After all, it is not rates but human 
beings that are killed and crippled, and—except during gas ration- 
ing—highway accidents have been killing between 30,000 and 40,000 
a year for the past 22 years. If, as has been estimated, traffic volume 
increases by 50 percent in the next 10 years, accidents at the present 

‘ate will take 55,000 lives a year. We are on a treadmill, running 
faster and faster just to stay where we are. 

Last year, 36,300 were thus killed, many more than the accidental 
deaths in all the homes of America, and more than twice the accidental 
deaths of people at work in factories, mines, construction and all other 

gainful occupations combined. No wonder that when the average 
staan thinks of accidents or accident prevention, he thinks of traffic. 

One quarter (9,000) of the deaths last year occurred in cities and 
towns over 2,500 population; three-quarters (27,300) were in rural 
areas including small towns under 2.500 people. The rural death rate 
was more than twice the urban. Thus the lion’s share of the problem 
is on rural highways. 

In addition to these deaths in traffic last year, a million and a quar- 
ter people were injured. Of these, over 100,000 suffered permanent 
disability such as loss of an arm, leg, or eye, and many others spent 
weeks or months in hospital beds. 

As pointed out in the President’s message, the pain and suffering 
of all these victims and their families cannot be reckoned in dollars. 
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Our own and other recognized statisticians have, however, computed 
the economic costs of certain measurable items as follows: 
Wage loss: 
On account of temporary disability___—_- $150, 000, 000 
From reduced earning power because of pe rmanent dis 


abilities a . 350, O00, OOO 
Estimated net value of future « earnings of those killed_ TSU, OOO, OOO 


Making a total wage loss of_________ Pema. 1, 250, G00, OOO 


Mecines Gia Moabtnt GRwONG So si ik ee Lh cee / 100, 000, 000 
I iia ails i nisi bbc tk tte ict ce eh iene 1, 600, 000, 000 
Overhead cost of insurance (insurance claims paid are already 

I co cece catia dinida masa Kanseineniane wien éanisandas 1, 400, 000, 000 


The total of these items for 1954 was $4,350 million which even in 
these times and in this Capital City is a lot of money. 

Can we save it? Some people still cling to the idea that a traffic 
accident is an act of God, or the devil, to be met with Christian forti- 
tude and a good sound insurance policy. Many people vaguely assume 
that the costs I have recited are the price of progress, a regrettable 
but unavoidable byproduct of the modern highway transportation 
which we so greatly enjoy. 

Any such notion is sheer nonsense. 

The decrease of 64 percent in the mileage death rate, already men- 
tioned, did not just happen. There is a reason why 36,300 people 
were killed last year, rather than the 100,000 who would have been 
killed at the 1925 rate. The reason lies in the patient, unceasing 
efforts of many thousands of devoted public servants—engineers, 
police, judges, teachers, administrators, and others in and out of 
government. 

Furthermore, several States and cities repeatedly show tratlic death 
rates only about half of the national average. It is no accident that 
these are the places that started earliest and have been the most vigor- 
ous in their safety programs. If all would do as well—and believe me, 
gentlemen, there is no good reason why they can’t—we would save 
this year some 18,000 lives, over half a million injuries, and $2 billion 
in hard cash. 

These States and cities that have already made the best safety rec- 
ords are the first to say that they can and will do still better, through 
research, sharpened techniques, stronger official and public support. 

Clearly then, accidents are caused and accidents can be prevented, 
because they have been prevented. 

There is no one cause and no one cure. Success comes from no pana- 
cea but from a broad balanced program of attack on all fronts. ‘The 
elements of this program have been agreed upon by all workers in this 
field and are set forth in the action program already mentioned, which 
was adopted by the President’s Highway Safety Conferences of 1946 
and 1949 and reaffirmed by the W hite House Conference on Highway 
Safety in 1954. 

A vital part of this program is to build safety into our highways, 
just as we increasingly build safety into factories and their equipment, 
into school and other buildings, into motorcars, into household ap- 
pliances and so on—in short, into the entire physical environment in 
which we live. In the long run this is actually the cheapest way to 
prevent accidents because a highway, a machine or a building with 
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safety built in will stay that way for many years, whereas the other 
approaches through education and enforcement, neessary as they are, 
must be repeated year after year. 

With safety built in, the driver, factory worker, or housewife has 
less to worry about. Thus a highway, or anything else we use, which 
is built to be safe proves also to be more efficient. 

Let me illustrate how we can build safety into highways. If the 
highway is divided, with an adequate aa strip, head-on collisions 
are virtually eliminated and headlight glare is no serious problem. If 
shoulders are wide and firm, “running off roadway” pealiiathe are re- 
duced. If no pedestrian can get on the highway, no pedestrian can be 
hit—and so on. 

What we all want is an adequate, efficient highway transportation 
system by which persons and goods can move from point A to point B, 
quickly, comfortably, economically, and in one piece. Anything that 
interferes with such movement, whether it be an accident, congestion, 
or other delay is a symptom of inefficiency in the system. 

The elements that make up the highway transportation system are 
roads, vehicles, drivers, and sometimes pedestrians. When the road, 
the vehicle, the driver, or pedestrian misbehaves, to that extent the 
system breaks down. A single accident may involve all of these ele- 
ments, as when a driver in a hu oes too fast, with brakes out of 
adjustment, on a slippery road; skids and hits the side of a narrow 
bridge—or perhaps hits a pedestrian who stepped into the roadway 
without looking. 

If any one of these three elements had been lacking—if the road 
had been wider or less slippery, if the brakes had been in good con- 
dition, if the driver or pedestrian had been more careful—the accident 
would not have occurred. Back in 1938, a research report made for 
and published by the Bureau of Public Roads declared that— 
by far the majority (of the accidents studied) were the result of a combination 
of causes, the elimination of any one of which would have prevented the 
accident. 

Thus we do not try to ascribe each accident to a single cause or 
to say that a certain number of percentage of accidents are “caused” 
by bad roads, bad cars, or bad drivers or pedestrians because the causes 
are interrelated and overlapping. 

What we can say is that a highway built to safe specifications will 
make some types of accidents much less likely ; will make it a lot easier 
to drive safely. 

No highway however can be foolproof. Sometimes a superhighway 
has had a bad accident record because of the delusion that there was 
no need for a speed limit or for policing. When, on the other hand, 
the Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and other turnpikes have added good 
policing to safe design, the result has been a death rate about half 
the national average. 

Thus we need, on all highways, control of the driver through good 
police and court work and good driver licensing. We need to develop 
skill and self-control in driving. We can build safety into drivers, 
too, through driver training in high school; and this we must do. 
To a lesser degree we can build safety into all drivers, through con- 
tinuous public education. But education is a slow process. We must 
design and build highways to be as safe as possible for drivers as 
they are. 
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When, as in recent years, the building of safety into highways has 
lagged far behind the travel volume, the burden of keeping the traffic 
moving, and moving safely, has fallen on the enforcers and educators. 
The traffic engineers have done their best, through signs, signals, one- 
way streets and the like, to extract the last ounce of safe capacity 
out of existing roads and streets. These approaches will always be 
necessary but if we depend on them alone for further reduction of 
the annual toll, or even to keep it at the present level with constantly 
increasing traflic, these efforts will be more and more costly and less 
and less productive of results. 

The highways, in short, must also do their part. The Bureau of 
Public Roads and the State highway departments, by and large, have 
done their best with available resources. Our plea today is that in 
the further development of the National Highway Program the aim 
be not merely more roads but better, safer roads, as an indispensable 
element in a truly efficient highway transportation system. 

To summarize the history very briefly, we have here a statistical 
chart in which there are three lines. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Wiiu1aMs. The double line on this chart shows the increase in 
traffic volume, a very rapid increase in traffic volume. The chart 
begins in 1925. We can extend it back farther. Except for the war 
years, when we had gas rationing, you can see how the curve has 
mounted. 

The solid black line shows the number of deaths, actual number of 
deaths per year, which you see reached a peak in 1941. It went down 
during the war years on account of reduced traflic through gas ration- 
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ing. Since then it has been gradually, in general, going up a little, 
although last year we had a reduction of 2,000 deaths. 

Perhaps the most significant line is the other black line, which is the 
rate, the deaths per hundred million vehicle miles. That has been 
going down very steadily. 

The matter of safety on the highways has been of concern to the 
Federal Government for many years. In 1924 Secretary of Commerce 
Tferbert Hoover called a national conference down here which is note- 
worthy because that was the beginning of getting all of us together, 
all the various agencies, governmental, business, civic, to work together 
increasingly on this substantial problem. 

To meet the situation after the war, when gas rationing was dis- 
continued, President Truman called the President’s Highway Safety 
Conference in 1946, and last year President Eisenhower called a White 
House conference, all of which have been very helpful in bringing 
about a united attack on this problem. 

The Truman conferences produced what we call the “Action Pro- 
gram.” Itis an agreed upon set of measures that are needed to reduce 
accidents. The conference last year, called by President Eisenhower, 
directed its attention mostly to developing more support for that pro- 
gram. We pretty well know what needs to be done. The question is 
to get official and public support for an organized program in every 
State and every community. 

I might add, referring to the record, that some of the States have 
attained accident rates not more than half of the national average, and 
they have done that not through any happy chance but because they 
have gone at the problem far longer and more vigorously than have 
the rest of the States. So we know that the application of these 
standard measures will reduce accidents. 

One of the very important and essential elements in that program 
is to build safety into the highways. We increasingly try to build 
safety into everything we use: into buildings, factories, and equip- 
ment, into household appliances, into motor cars, and into highways. 
That is really the cheapest way in the long run to prevent accidents. 

If you build safety into a highway, or anything else, it stays that 
way for at least a number of years, whereas the other approaches 
which we must use; namely, through enforcement and education, we 
have to keep them up year after year. 

During the past 10 or 15 years the building of highways, as you well 
know, has lagged seriously behind the increase in the number of cars 
and the use of cars. In recent years the whole burden of moving 
traflic safely has fallen pretty much on the enforcement people and on 
the educators. 

To make any further impression, to make any further reduction in 
the rate, to even hold our own against the mounting red line of traffic 
volume, we need to use every possible measure and we need better high- 
ways. We need highways with safety built in. 

T will not even mention what constitutes a safe highway because Mr. 
Fritts, who is going to follow me, will cover that. But we know that 
you can build safety into a highway and get a lower accident rate with 
the same kind of drivers that produce the higher accident rate on other 
highways. 

enator Gore. Do you have any questions, Senator McNamara? 
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Senator McNamara. No. I think that is quite a complete statement. 

Mr. Wiiuiams. I will add one thing, if Imay. We are often asked 
what are the causes of accidents; what is the outstanding cause. As 
a general background for this whole thing may I just say very briefly 
that any highway situation, the highway transportation system, in- 
volves three elements: the highway, the car and the driver, and some- 
times the pedestrian. All three of those contribute—often, all three 
contribute to a single accident. 

We cannot say truthfully that X percent of the accidents are due to 
the highway and some other percent to the car and another percent to 
the driver. We know that with given drivers we have less accidents 
on a good highway than on a bad one. We also know that with a 
given highway we have less accidents with good drivers than with bad 
drivers. So this is not a matter of looking for a panacea. It is a 
matter of using all the approaches in a united attack on all fronts at 
the same time. 

Senator Gorr. You failed to mention speed, which seems to be the 
principal culprit. 

Mr. Wiu1ams. That is one of the acts of the driver. Speed, of 
course, is up to the driver and enforcement. ‘There is no question but 
that excessive speed is a contributing cause to a great many accidents. 
It isseldom the sole cause. That isa rather complicated subject which 
I would be glad to go into at length if you had time. 

We approach the problem of speed through all three of our ap- 
proaches. We approach it through making highways on which a 
fairly high speed will be safe. The traflic, engineer approaches it 
through the zoning of highways. Here is a piece of highway on 
which a speed of 40 is the most that is safe, whereas the general limit 
may be higher. 

We approach it through enforcement of course. And very im- 
portantly, we approach it through education and through driver 
training in the high school, with the whole emphasis not on a given 
speed in miles per hour but on the hazard of speed that is too fast 
for the existing conditions. 

On a winding, icy road, a speed of 30 may be unsafe. On a wide 
open road in the straight-away in the country, with no other traffic, 
a speed of 60 or 70 may be perfectly all right. So it is quite a com- 
plex subject which again does not have any panacea. 

Our appearance here today is, as I said, not to advise this committee 
on the extent of Federal expenditures or the sources of Federal 
expenditures, but to say that from the safety standpoint we do need 
better highways if we want to reduce this toll. 

I must say that there are some figures in this paper that show the 
economic cost of accidents adding up to over $4 billion a year, well 
substantiated by competent statistical analysis. That is a lot of 
money. If we are to make any dent on this we need not only more 
highways but we need better and safer highways to go along with 
the educational and enforcement efforts. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Williams. The committee appreci- 
ates your contribution. 

The next witness will be Mr. Carl E. Fritts, vice president in charge 
of engineering, Automotive Safety Foundation. 
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STATEMENT OF CARL E. FRITTS, VICE PRESIDENT IN CHARGE OF 
ENGINEERING, AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY FOUNDATION 


Mr. Frirrs. My name is Carl E. Fritts. I have been engaged in 
highway engineering for some 30 years, including 20 years with the 
department of highways of the State of Washington. I am now 
vice president in charge of engineering for the Automotive Safety 
Foundation. The foundation is a nonprofit organization, created 
and supported by some 490 companies in the automotive and allied 
industries. It is dedicated to education and research for safe and 
efficient highway transportation. 

During the past 9 years the foundation has made available technical 
assistance to 19 States by directing engineering studies of highway 
needs, principally for State legislative committees. Currently we 
are working in Kentucky, Michigan, Rhode Island, and Tennessee. 
At the request of your committee I am appearing today to testify on 
the relationship of highway improvement to the accident problem. 

The goal of highway improvement is economical and efficient trans- 
portation service. Analysis shows that when highway facilities are 
constructed in such a manner as to achieve maximum benefits in 
transportation service, they also provide the highest degree of safety. 

Major physical factors contribute materially to the problem of 
preventing accidents. Outmoded design exists on a large proportion 
of all highway systems. A very serious problem is the lack of space 
for the number of vehicles using many sections of our principal routes. 

More than 50 per cent of the Federal-aid primary system has the 
original design, created more than 20 yearsago. Thirty percent of the 
system was constructed prior to 1930. These designs were created 
when average operating sepeds were much less than that of the last 
few years. Also, they were created when there was considerably less 
commercial use of the systems. They are being well maintained, and 
drivers are attempting to move at today’s rates of speed over those 
facilities which were originally designed for speeds of 10 to 15 miles 
an hour less. Overdriving of these old facilities increases the hazard. 
The only means of solution to this problem without the imposition of 
legal restrictions which retard movement and without sacrificing lives 
in accidents is to supply adequate design features. 

Some of the fundamental features of adequate design are: 

(1) The number of lanes must be sufficient to provide space for the 
vehicles and ease of movement for traffic. As congestion increases, 
accidents go up because drivers take chances in trying to overcome 
its effects. 

(2) The lanes themselves should be wide enough to permit vehicles 
to pass with safety at reasonable speeds. Today we have many com- 
mercial vehicles operating in the traffic stream whose overall width 
is 8 feet. Passenger vehicles are 614 to7 feet. It is easy to visualize 
the inherent hazard of expecting these vehicles to pass on road 
surfaces of 18 to 20 feet, which still exist on many miles of our 
roadways. 

(3) We all know that sharp curves constitute a definite hazard, 
especially those which come up unexpectedly. 

(4) The ability to see ahead also is of vital importance to the safety 
of operation. When vehicle-operating speeds were averaging 35 miles 
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an hour, design provided stopping sight distances of 475 to 600 feet 
were necessary. Sufficient sight distance for overtaking and passing 
vehicles has a direct bearing on safety of operation. 

(5) Shoulders should be af ample width to encourage drivers to 
stay in the traffic lane without fear of getting too close to roadside 
ditches or obstructions. Also they provide refuge for disabled 
vehicles. 

(6) The separation of traffic by center strips is obviously a deterrent 
to the most serious accident, that of head-on collisions. 

(7) Highway grade separations as well as railroad grade separa- 
tions, when traffic volumes are large, eliminate the potential of collision 
at intersections. 

(8) Other important items of design include adequate lighting, 
proper channelization, and skid-resistant surface. 

Many recent studies show the value of controlled access as a means 
of eliminating accidents, providing maximum freedom of movement, 
improving property values, and preserving costly investments. 

All of these design features are part of the design policy adopted 
by the American Association of State Highway Officials in coopera- 
tion with the United States Bureau of Public Roads. It is a policy 
based upon a considerable amount of research into the characteristics 
of traffic movements and driver behavior. Continuing research is 
needed to insure that in the future the design elements will further 
contribute to the safety of movement. 

I have a few charts to illustrate specific results of research studies 
conducted by the State highway departments, the United States 
Bureau of Public Roads, and the National Safety Council. They 
are typical of accident studies made by these organizations. 

Chart I—Accident Rates Lower on Better Highways: This chart 
shows the results of a study conducted by the Connecticut State High- 
way Department over a 4-year period in which the accident rates on 
rural State highways meeting good design standards were compared 
with the rates on all rural State highways. 

All other factors except the physical character of the road can be 
presumed to be the same—same drivers, same motor vehicles, same 
enforcement, and same signs and markings. The chart is of particular 
interest since it shows the total effect of good standards in reducing 
accidents, as well as the variation in accident rates due to traffic vol- 
umes mentioned earlier. 

The 7 bars represent the 7 design groups based on traffic volumes 
and range from under 750 vehicles daily to more than 22,500 daily. 
The first 4 groups cover 2-lane highways, the fifth covers 2-lane high- 
ways in the higher traffic volumes with partial control of access, and 
the sixth and seventh bars are 4- and 6-lane highways with full con- 
trol of access. 

The top of the bar in each case represents the accident rate on all 
rural State highways and the bottom portion represents the rate on 
those rural State highways that meet modern design standards. The 
figure at the bottom of the bar shows the percentage of reduction in 
accidents on the well-designed highways for each group. You will 
note that the accident reduction ranges from 18 percent, in the 2-lane 
highway group from 3,000 to 5,000 vehicles a day, up to 60 percent, 
on the 4-lane divided highways with full control of access. 

61030—55——52 
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This Connecticut study showed that 7,770 accidents might have been 
avoided during the 4-year study period if all rural State highways 
had been improved to accepted design standards. It was estimated 
further that another 8,200 accidents could have been avoided on urban 
State highways, or a total of 16,000 accidents, which is 43 percent of 
all those that did occur. That figure—43 percent—begins to suggest 
the major part which road improvements can play in the accident 
prevention program. 

Chart IIl—Widening Pavements Reduced Accidents 39 Percent: 
The effect of a single element of design—pavement width—on accident 
reduction is very well illustrated by this summary of a study recently 
completed by the division of highways of the Illinois Department of 
Public Works and Buildings. Accidents that had no connection with 
pavement width were not considered in this study. 

The accidents on a total of 244 miles of narrow 18-foot pavements 
which had been widened in recent years to 22 feet and 24 feet were 
analyzed for a period approximately 2 years before and 2 years after 
the widening. 

The total of 244 miles included in the study had an accident rate of 
230 per 100 million vehicle-miles of travel before widening. After 
widening the rate dropped to 140—a reduction of 39 percent. 

Chart 111—How Width of Structures Affects Accidents: Numerous 
studies have shown clearly that the width of bridges in relation to the 
width of approaches has a considerable bearing on accidents. The 
analysis of accident data in this respect from 10 States by the Bureau 
of Public Roads and the National Safety Council is portrayed in this 
chart. 


Where structure width was 1 foot or more narrower than the ap- 
proach width, the accident rate was 100 eee 100 million ve- 
e 


hicles. Where the structure width was up to 5 feet wider the rate 
dropped to 58 and where the structure width was 5 or more feet wider 
the rate dropped to 12. 

Chart IV—Effect of Shoulder Width on Accidents: This chart 
shows the result of shoulder width on accidents on two-lane highways. 
It is taken from a study of the 1,169 miles of 2-line highways on the 
interstate system of California by the division of highways of the 
California Department of Public Works. 

The accident occurrence with no shoulders was 342 accidents per 
100 million vehicle-miles against 180 accidents where shoulders were 
4to5 feet wide. Shoulders of 8 feet or more in width showed a further 
reduction to 165 accidents. 

Chart V—<Accident Rate on Shirley Highway Compared to Paral- 
lel Highway: I have spoken previously about the greater efficiency as 
well as the safety of controlled access highways. This map, prepared 
from data provided by the Virginia Department of Highways, shows 
the comparison of all the accidents during 1953 on the Shirley High- 
way, a 4-lane divided limited access highway just south of Washing- 
ton, and the parallel U. S. 1, which is a 4-lane undivided highway with 
no access control. 

This map is an actual working diagram prepared by the Virginia 
Department of Highways. You will note that all accidents are shown 
by diagrams and symbols indicating the location and type. Where 
one accident involves more than one injury it is indicated by numbers 
in the symbol. 
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Comparative accident records are shown by the summary. There 
were 277 accidents on U.S. 1 and 100 on Shirley Highway; there were 
71 injury accidents compared to 34; 142 persons were injured on U. S. 
1 against 67 on Shirley Highway. There were 10 fatal accidents on 
U.S. 1 with 3 on Shirley Highway, giving a comparative fatality rate 
of 20.5 compared to a 6.1 rate. You will note that the property dam- 
age on U.S. 1 is calculated at $115,000 as compared with $83,000 on 
Shirley Highway. 

There was a more favorable ratio the year before. There were 9 
persons killed on U.S. 1 and 2 on Shirley Highway. The death rate 
was 17.9 on U.S. 1 as compared with 4.4 on Shirley Highway. 

While the rate on Shirley Highway this year is considerably above 
the average of other fully controlled access facilities the map is shown 
to illustrate how the comparative analyses are made. The significant 
thing on this illustration is that there were 7 less people killed and 
75 less injured on a facility which provides much more ease of move- 
ment and time saving. 

Chart VI—Controlled Access Reduces Traffic Deaths: This chart 
shows that the striking safety record of the Shirley Highway is not 
an isolated example but is typical of the experience of controlled 
access facilities throughout the United States. 

In 8 of the 10 examples shown, the fatality rate per 100-million 
vehicle-miles for a controlled access highway is compared with the 
rate for approximately the same period on either parallel or adjacent 
facilities with no control of access. 

Comparative rates are not available in the case of the New York 
Thruway and the Pennsylvania Turnpike shown on the right. 

In all cases where comparisons are possible, the rates on the con- 
trolled access facilities are materially lower. 


1. California: 6. Michigan: 
I i, a crcasiaitiin 2.12 Detroit Industrial Ex- 
Rural State highways_. 9.39 | I, 
2. Maine: Way PP Eh alrite nce nsenish ea 15. 0 
CS oa ema 2.8| 7. Michigan: 
Ae ies oss Spiele nem thie ccations 22.3 Detroit expressways..___ 3.0 
3. Virginia: Major arterials._._.......§ 7.3 
Shirley Highway-__----- 6.1} 8 New Jersey: 
BGP Mindset cs caniibicsiaee tei 20.5 New Jersey Turnpike__ 2.47 
4. Connecticut: U.S. 1and U. S. 130 . §.36 
Merritt Parkway__-_--~ 3.7] 9. Pennsylvania: 
ae 8.1 Pennsylvania Turnpike. 4.2 
5. Missouri: No comparative record_ 
Kansas City Southwest 10. New York: 
OT oo cctienneszveeeiens 0.0 New York Thruway... 3.0 
Surface street.......... 5.9 No comparative record__ 


Because the Interstate System includes substantial mileage of the 
character shown on the last chart, we are able to make some forecast 
of the effect which its modernization would have upon the accident 
problem. Using these records as a base, we can estimate that upon 
completion of the system, some 3,500 lives per year would be saved. 
As an average, 1 life would be saved annually for each 10 miles of 
the system. At that rate, during the first 10 years following the 
improvement of the Interstate System, about 35,000 lives would be 


saved, which is roughly the equivalent of a year’s traffic toll in the 
Nation. 
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Data are not available for the same kind of comparison on other 
classes of roads and streets. But there is no longer any room for 
doubt that modern design features and adequate capacity can con- 
tribute importantly to safety on all roads. As our highways are im- 
proved, substantial savings can be anticipated in life, limb, and 
property, along with the increased efficiency and economy of operation 
over the road as components of our transportation system. 

I think by showing you 4, 5, or 6 charts I will make the major 
points in our presentation. First, I want to show you the results of 
an accident study that was made in the State of Connecticut by the 
Connecticut State Highway Department. 

(The chart referred to is as lon :) 


ACCIDENT RATES ARE LOWER 
ON BETTER HIGHWAYS 


UNDER 750 1500 3000 
750 |1530 3000 5000 


SOURCE : CONNECTICUT STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 
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Mr. Frrrrs. This study hon the difference in the accident rates on 
those highways that meet modern design and those that do not. The 
traffic factors are the same. We have the same drivers, the same motor 
vehicles, the same enforcement, and the same signs and markings. 

The chart is of particular interest since it shows the total effect of 
good standards in reducing accidents as well as variation in accident 
rates due to traffic volumes mentioned as we will show later. 

The 7 bars represent 7 design groups of highways, based on traffic 
volumes, ranging from 750 in the left over to 22,000 and over on the 
right. 

Senator Gore. Do you have these in tabular form so they can be 
placed in the record ¢ 

Mr. Frirrs. We do not, but we will be able to furnish the committee 
with a copy of those charts if you so desire. 

Senator Gore. That will be fine. As you refer to each one it will be 
included in the record. 

Mr. Frrrrts. The first 4 bars represent accident rates on 2-lane high- 
ways. The fifth covers 2-lane highways in the higher traffic volume 
groups from 5,000 to 7,700 with partial control access. 

The sixth and seventh bars represent the higher traffic range. 

You will not that the chart shows at the top the rate on the entire 
system, including all the highways, good and bad. The gray portion 
of it shows the accident rate on those highways that have been built 
today to modern design standards. You will see that the reduction in 
the rate of accidents varies from 18 percent on the fourth bar, which 
is the lowest reduction we have, up to as much as 60 percent when 
modern 4-lane divided controlled access highways are provided. 

I would like to call your attention particularly to the 18-percent 
figure because that shows the effect of large numbers of vehicles on 
2-lane highways, 18 and 23 percent, from 3,000 to 7,700 vehicles. It is 
not possible to make the accident reduction unless additional lanes are 
provided. 

This study shows, overall, that 43 percent of all those accidents 
might have been prevented if the entire highway system were built 
to appropriate design standards. 

Here is an individual study made in the State of Illinois. This was 
just completed. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 
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f BING PAVEMEN | 


244 MILES WIDENED 
OF HIGHWAYS, ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 


Mr. Frirts. This is a study of 244 miles of highways that have been 
improved by widening. They are all 2-lane roads. I mention that 
many of our miles are outmoded in design. There they had the old 
pavements 18 feet wide. They were rebuilt to 22 feet, which is modern 
design for highways of that character. We took out of the study, or 
they took out of the study, those accidents that had nothing to do with 
the pavement width itself; in other words, intersection accidents, for 
instance, were taken out of the study. 

This refers only to those accidents which occur in moving along, and 
eliminated the intersection problem. It shows that after widening 
the rate went down from 230 to start with before the widening to 140 
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per 100 million vehicle-miles after the improvements were made, or a 
reduction in the rate of accidents of 59 percent. 

Here is another chart which shows the effect of narrow bridges 
which I am sure you are all aware of. It is one of the bad accident 
potentials. 

(The chart referred to is as follows:) 


HOW 


WIDTH OF STRUCTURES 
AFFECTS ACCIDENTS 


VEHICLES 





0 


SOURCE: U.S.BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS; NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL 


Mr. Frirrs. Where the structure width on the left, for instance, 
with a narrow guardrail, was narrower than the approach width of the 
pavement, the accident rate was 100 accidents per hundred million 
vehicles. Where the bridge was widened and the width was up to 
5 feet wider, the rate dropped to 58. 
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Where the width of the bridge was equal to the width of the roadway 
it dropped down to 1,200 per hundred million vehicles. That is based 
ona study in some 10 States on that particular thing. 

This is another chart. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. Frirts. Here we show the effect of widening and having ade- 
quate shoulders. This is a study made in California involving some 
1,169 miles. The accident rate where they had no shoulders at all was 
342 per hundred million vehicle miles. It dropped down to 250 with 
2 to 3 feet, and when you got down to 4 to 5 feet, and even 6 to7 feet, 
it dropped to 180, and down to 165 when we were over 8 feet wide. 

This is another chart. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Frrrrs. Now I am going to show you a map prepared by the 
Virginia Department of Highways and shows the comparison of acci- 
dents on the Shirley Highway, a four-lane divided, limited access 
highway just south of Washington. Perhaps you have driven over it. 
Also, the parallel of U. S. 1, a four-lane undivided highway with no 
access control. This is an actual work diagram prepared by the 
department. 

You will note that all accidents are shown by diagrams and symbols 
showing the location and type, and where one accident involves more 
than one injury it is indicated by numbers in the symbols. 

The comparative accident records are shown by the summary. This 
is for the year 1953. The total number of accidents on Route 1 was 
277. Onthe Shirley Highway, 100. 

You will note also that the traffic volumes are approximately the 
same—10,000 on one, and a little more than 11,000 on the other. And 
the distances are about the same. In injury accidents there were 71 
on Route 1 and 34 on Shirley; 142 people were injured on the old 
road, 67 on the new. 

There were 10 fatalities on the old road and 3 on the new. 

The computation has been made there and shows a reduction in the 
property damage, a comparison between the two. In the end the 
fatality rate on the old route was 20.5 per hundred million vehicle 
miles and on the Shirley Highway 6.1. That 6.1 resulted from 3 
fatalities which is a pretty small statistical sample. 

On the other hand last year the rate—the year before that the rate 
on the Shirley Highway was only 4.4. 

Senator Gore. Highway 1 is a good road, is it not ? 

Mr. Fritts. That is an undivided uncontrolled access facility, down 
through all the developments south of Washington toward Richmond. 
It is undivided and it is one of the older normal service type of roads 
that we have existing in many sections. 

Senator Gore. It is not a narrow highway. 

Mr. Frirrs. No; it is not narrow, but the accident record shows that 
it is unsafe because it is serving so many purposes. It is serving all 
the property and all the businesses. 

Senator Gore. Is Shirley 

Mr. Fritts. It isa fully controlled access facility. 

Senator Gore. But there are frequent access points? 

Mr. Frirrs. Oh, yes. We have several interchanges, indicated on 
the upper chart. There are several points of access, entrances, but 
they are all separated intersections. 

I think the significance of this chart is just simply to make that 
comparison to show what happens when we actually build a new 
facility. 

Now we will goto the next chart. 

(The chart referred to appears on p. 823.) 

Mr. Frirrs. Here is a chart where we have gathered together the 
records on quite a sampling of the modern facilities as compared with 
the older facilities, just as we did with Shirley 

In California, for instance, there is an excellent rate on the new 
modern freeways and expressways of 2.12 where on the whole rural 
State highway system the rate is 9.39. 

In Maine we have an experience of 2.8 on the Maine Turnpike, and 
on old U.S. 1, for 1 year, it was 22.3. 
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I might add that that rate on the old road has come down quite a 
bit since then but still the same ratio applies as applied on the other 
highways. 

In Virginia we just mentioned the Shirley Highway. 

In Connecticut we have quite a study for quite a period of time 
on the Merritt Parkway with 3.7; and on the old U. 8. 1, 8.1. 

In Kansas City, where they have a new expressway route in oper- 
ation, they have not yet had a fatality; on a surface street that is 
parallel to it and serving large volumes they have 5.9. 

In Michigan, the Detroit Industrial Expressway had a rate—this 
is 1953—of 6.7, whereas the parallel facility had 15. 

I might add in that case that there again it is a short section, rela- 
tively short. The rate for 1954 dropped down to 2.5 on that partic- 
ular facility. So you have to average these things out over a period 
of time and over a long distance to get a stable sample. 

In Michigan, Senator McNamara—this is information I just got— 
the Detroit Expressway, the fatality rate is 3.0, and the major arterials 
in the city are 7.3. 

In Pennsylvania, the Pennsylvania Turnpike this year, with im- 
provement in enforcement and traffic control, has come down to 4.2. 

The New York Throughway, since it has been in operation, has a 
record of 3.0. 

Those examples illustrate what we mean by modern highway design 
compared with the accident picture on the old facilities. Based on 
that composite analysis of those several known situations we have 
made an estimate that if we were to complete just the Interstate 
System to those standards we could save some 3,500 lives a year, and 
that on an average 1 life can be saved for every 10 miles that we build 
to that standard. 

Senator Gore. One life in what period ? 

Mr. Frirrs. One life per year for each 10 miles that we can put 
into service. In a 10-year period we would save somewhere in the 
vicinity of 35,000 lives or the equivalent of the number of deaths for 
1 whole year on our entire highway system. 

We do not have the data available to make the same kind of fore- 
cast or comparison for the entire road system network. But there 
is no longer any doubt that modern design features and adequate 
capacity can contribute importantly to safety on all roads. As our 
highways are improved substantial savings can be anticipated in life, 
limb, and property, along with the increased efficiency and economy 
of operation over the road as components of our transportation 
system. ; 

Senator Gore. Let me ask you a question about the limitation of 
access. Do you attach more importance to the number of access 
points or the type of access points? 

Mr. Frirrts. I think, sir, that it would be the type of access points. 
Obviously you cannot have too frequent access or you would always 
have irritation in your traffic stream. The idea of the controlled 

access facilities is to move traffic and at the same time provide access 
where it is reasonable and safe to do it. That means that you have 
to put your access points in frequently enough to provide a satisfac- 
tory service. Otherwise, you are defeating your purpose. 
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Senator Gore. I had planned to try to set up a schedule for the 
subcommittee to actually visualize the principal problems with which 
we are confronted. Of course Shirley a is easily available. 
1 drive it fairly frequently. The access points on Shirley Highway 
are not too infrequent, it appears to me. There are many access 
points, but the entering traffic is fed in gradually and under condi- 
tions providing maximum safety. That caused me to inquire whether 
you would consider the number or the type of access points, the fre- 
quency or the type, more important. 

Mr. Frirts. I would think if we are going to do the job the way we 
should do it, we have to analyze our whole area movements when we 
determine the number of access points. We have to so locate our 
access points to serve the total area movement tothe maximum. That 
means on some classes of highways the entrance would be much more 
direct than it would be on others. 

Take in a suburban or even a metropolitan area, you obviously are 
going to bring your people in, take them in and off these facilities at a 
much more frequent rate than you would where there is no service re- 
quirement in a rural area where there is not any development. It 
depends on the amount of development that you have alongside a 
facility. 

I could not give you a specific formula for it but that is the way we 
would approach it. We would see what is the movement in the area, 
what is the service demand, and suit our design to that. 

Senator Gore. Would you suggest that Shirley Highway, and High- 
way 1, the examples you have taken of controlled access and non- 
controlled access, of free access, would be about as good as we could 
find anywhere in the country ¢ 

Mr. Frrrts. It is one of the good examples. I think it is one of the 
very good examples. For example, the Pennsylvania Turnpike is a 
toll road. On toll roads they do not put in as many access points as 
= do on the free roads because of the administrative expense of con- 
trolling the tolls—toll operation and administration. They hold it to 
a minimum but do not hold it down to a point where it will cut their 
revenues. They generate the maximum revenue against the operation 
of the toll road. 

The free roads are more likely to give you more points of access than 
a toll facility and logically so. Once you get them in you have no cost 
of operation on them. 

Senator Gore. Do you have any statistics to show the relationship 
between number of access points per mile and accidents / 

Mr. Frirts. I do not believe, Senator, that we have reached the 
point yet where we can say that we have a bar which would show that 
if you had 5 access points per mile and over here we had only 3, that 
we have different accident rate. I do not know of any statistics that 
would show that. 

Senator Gore. I wonder if you would be willing to look around and 
see if you can find such information ? 

Mr. Frirrs. I will be glad to look into that and report to you. 

Senator Gore. We will leave a place right at this point in the record 
for a few days if you can locate such information. 

Mr. Fritts. I will attempt to get the best information that I can. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 
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AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY FOUNDATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 22, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR GORE: I am pleased to submit the following additional informa- 
tion on the relationship between highway design and accidents as requested in 
the hearing of April 1, 1955. 

The statements and data contained herein pertain to the effect of highway 
intersections and their frequency on the accident rate, particularly on modern, 
fully controlled access facilities. 

The distance between interchanges is controlled basically by three factors: 

1. The volume of traffic requiring entrance or exit from the various inter- 
secting routes along the major artery and the type of adjacent development, 
such as agricultural, industrial, retail business or housing; 

2. The costs of construction for providing adequate highway separation 
structures and roadways; and 

3. The minimum distance required for safe merging into or from the main 
traffic flow. 

The accident rate is affected primarily by the third of these major factors, the 
first two being matters of traffic service and economics. 

Where large volumes of traffic are generated in built-up areas, a maximum num- 
ber of interchange points are required and warranted. But between interchange 
points, ample distance must be provided for three types of driver-vehicle ma- 
neuvers. 

First, for vehicles entering the major artery, an accelerating lane of about 
1,000 feet is required to allow safe merging with traffic in the outer lane. 

Second, for vehicles leaving the major artery sufficient distance must be pro- 
vided to leave the main traffic stream at reasonably high speeds and enter a 
decelerating lane to slow down to a speed safe for a departure on connecting fa- 
cilities. This distance may also be 1,000 feet. 

Third, in between the points of entrance and exit on multilane facilities, there 
also must be provided ample distance for vehicles to negotiate movements from 
inner lanes to outer lanes preparatory to exit without retarding other vehicles 
and to make the change safely. 

All told, these requirements indicate that interchanges can be located at inter- 
vals as frequent as one per mile and still provide both safety and efficiency of 
movement. This frequency generally serves the pattern of major traffic move- 
ment in congested areas. 

Experience on facilities existing in metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles, 
Boston, Chicago, Detroit, and elsewhere establishes the validity of these prin- 
ciples. 

The experience thus far shows that the accident rate will remain low even 
though traffic service requires entrance and exit on the controlled access facility 
at frequent intervals. Service for facilities in between interchanges is provided 
on outer roadways or service roads for the short distances of travel to inter- 
change points. 

Sincerely yours, 

C. EB. Fritts, 
Vice President in Charge of Engineering. 


Senator Gorr. The committee is very grateful to you for your ap- 
pearance. You have been very helpful indeed. 

This was your last chart? 

Mr. Frirts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gort. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Frirrs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. The next witness is Mr. H. A. Thomson, secretary, 
Pennsylvania State Association of Township Supervisors, Upper 
Darby, Pa. He is also president of the national association. 

Weare glad to see you, Mr. Thomson. 
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STATEMENT OF H. A. THOMSON, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA 
STATE ASSOCIATION OF TOWNSHIP SUPERVISORS, UPPER DARBY, 
PA. 


Mr. THomson. My statement will be brief in accordance with your. 
request. I will summarize. 

We appreciate the opportunity of presenting to the membership of 
this committee the viewpoint of township government upon the road 
problem being considered by your committee. We might note that 
our townships are responsible for a tremendous road mileage about 
one-half million miles and are naturally interested in any road prob- 
lem as a road-construction program at any governmental level must 
inevitably affect our township roads which are largely of the rural 
character. 

Basically our position may be stated as being in general in favor of 
more and better highways, but we do feel that the rather revolutionary 
method proposed in legislation before your committee may, in the long 
run, do more harm that good as under its policy it will strengthen and 
enlarge an already large Federal bureau at the expense of State and 
local governments. 

Roadbuilding i is now and has been historically a State and local 
function and in the case of our townships one of the largest functions 
of our township government. We believe it is still true in this fune- 
tion as in other governmental functions that the closer you can keep 
the government to the people the better that government will be and 
we are firmly convinced from our experience in our respective States 
that at the township level the township dollar expended for these gov- 
ernmental functions is producing more value in cents than the tax 
dollars collected and spent at the higher governmental levels. 

We are not financial or economic experts and do not wish to com- 
ment at length upon the financial aspects of this legislation. They 
have been commented upon by experts and I might note in that con- 
nection that we particularly admire the statements made thereon by 
United States Senator Harry Byrd, of Virginia, but we do recognize 
the fact that any financing program such as is proposed here which 
must ee speed up snd increase inflation will inevitably as well 
produce less roads per dollar in the final analysis. 

We would call to this committee’s attention that our township-road 
system is entirely ignored in this legislation and also to the fact 
that while our township roads do not carry great volumes of traffic 
still the traffic over those roads is important enough to the economy 
of this Nation and of far greater importance than the traffic count 
would indicate. 

We are, therefore, pleading for more help for our township-rural- 
road system. If this cannot be done in the legislation before your 
committee then more consideration should be given in the regular 
Federal-aid legislation also considered by your committee. Not. only 
an allocation to secondary roads but more particularly in the attitude 
of the Federal Bureau of Public Roads toward the improvement of 
these rural-road systems. 

It is the opinion of our organization that the Federal 2 cent tax on 
gasoline should be repealed. It would undoubtedly be reenacted 
promptly by the various States where it would also just as inevitably 
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produce a far greater value in road construction than it will in the 
Federal field. 

Again recognizing that this legislation carries no recognition of the 
township road system but gives overriding attention to the Interstate 
System which we suspect has been strongly influenced by commercial 
interests interested in long haul transportation. We would call to your 
attention that all highways must serve local as well as interstate traffic 
and should be given equal consideration. We, very frankly, feel that 
this equal consideration has been lacking at the Federal level. 

We are opposed to that part of this legislation which earmarks 
the Federal 2 cent gasoline tax for Federal budgetary requirements 
for road bonds. We again recommend the amar of this tax and its 
assumption at the State level. 

We see a real danger in the creation of the Highway Corporation 
in this legislation. It will greatly expand Federal power and authority 
and in the highway field at least it will be a start of the complete 
assumption of control by the Federal Government over the State and 
local governments. This is a blow at the fundamental principle of 
our Government that the foundation of democracy is at the local level 
and we respectfully call the attention of your committee to this angle 
of the picture. 

There is a serious question involved in the carrying out of the pro- 
gram as maa under this legislation. It contemplates an ex- 
tensive system of limited access highways and from our standpoint 
and experience the destruction of property value and the very definite 
lessening of taxable valuation in many cases becomes a serious prob- 
lem to our township units of government. I would call to your 
attention the situation where a limited access highway will replace 
what is presently a main through highway. We have here the actual 
destruction of assessable and taxable value by reason of the con- 
demnation of valuable ground for the limited access highway itself. 
We have this damage compounded by the lessening of value on the 
existing through highway with its many services already constructed 
underway and with a tangible tax return to the local unit of 
government. 

We also want to call to the attention that this corporation that would 
construct these interstate highways at the Federal level has no con- 
rols whatever over their authority to condemn, close and relocate 
intersecting roads and we have already found this to be quite a prob- 
lem in some of our States in the matter of limited access highway 
construction. 

In summary we recognize the need and importance of more, many 
more, improved highways in this Nation. We do not believe that 
the methods outlined in the present legislation are the proper methods 
of achieving this result. 

We recommend the repeal of the 2-cent Federal gas tax and its re- 
imposition by the respective States. We recommend a continuation of 
the present Federal-aid law on the present matching basis in which 
the State and local governments do have a slight say and in this 
connection, recommend more consideration be given to the township- 
road systems of this Nation which are the farm to market roads and 
as stated above of great importance to the economy of this Nation. 

These recommendations would result in the retention of State con- 
trols, the stopping of the greatly increased Federal bureaucracy which 
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is becoming a real danger to our Government. The stabilization of 
the financial situation of the Federal Government, the saving of 
billions of dollars in interest and the even distribution of road revenue 
over the future years to meet changing conditions in our highway 
systems, 

Senator Gore. Do you think we should consider our transportation, 
our highway problem, as a whole? 

Mr. THomson. We feel that local roads are a part of our whole 
highway system of this Nation and a very important part, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do you think we should give consideration to them 
during the next 30 years and not concentrate all our effort on the Inter- 
state System ¢ 

Mr. Tomson. I think the Interstate System naturally deserves 
primary consideration, but certainly the local rural roads, being an 
integral and important part of the economic situation, deserve some 
consideration. 

Senator Gore. Those roads are quite important to the people who 
use them, aren’t they ? 

Mr. THomson. Very important. The most important road to any 
man in this Nation is the road in front of his own house. 

Senator Gore. Senator McNamara / 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions. I think that is a rather 
punchy conclusion, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. It is one which is understood by men who have to 
seek public office by votes of the people. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Thomson. This will conclude the hearing until after the Easter 


recess. After the recess the chairman will undertake to arrange a trip 
by the subcommittee and then conclude with 1 week’s hearings. The 
dates of both will be announced later. 

(Whereupon, at 10: 46 a. m., the hearing was concluded.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:20 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Symington, Thurmond, Martin, Case, and 
Bush. 

Also present: Senators Millikin, Watkins, Bennett, and Allott; 
Representatives Aspinall, Chenoweth, and Rogers. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is pleased to have the former Senator and now Gov. 
Ed Johnson before us. It is also pleased to have present Senator Wat- 
kins, Senator Allott, Senator Millikin, and Senator Bennett, and 
Congressmen Rogers, Aspinall, and Chenoweth. 

Governor Johnson, the committee will be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ED JOHNSON, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF 
COLORADO 


Governor JoHnson. Our Senators, Senator Millikin and Senator 
Bennett, have to be in the Finance Committee at 10:30. I hope that 
you can hear them first. And Senator Allott, from Colorado, has a 
committee that he has to attend presently. 

I do not know whether Senator Watkins has any pressure on him or 
not. 

Senator Warxrns. I am willing to wait until the Governor of Colo- 
rado has made his statement. 

Governor Jounson. If you will hear Senator Millikin and Senator 
Bennett first, please ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Millikin? 

Senator MiturK1n. I would be happy to yield to Governor Johnson, 
to hear what he has to say. 

Governor Jounson. Senator Bennett? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALLACE F. BENNETT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Senator Bennett. I appreciate the concern of the former distin- 
ruished member of the Finance Committee for the problems of the 
‘inance Committee this morning, and I would appreciate a chance 
to make a short statement and then report to my other duties. 


831 





832 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear before this distinguished 
committee to urge that a direct highway between Denver and Salt 
Lake City be first on the Federal Interstate Highway System. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 authorized a special net- 
work of highways not to exceed 40,000 miles in length, which are 
considered to be the most important in the national interest. The 
act provides that the interstate highways be so located so as— 
to connect by routes as direct as practicable the principal metropolitan areas, 
cities, and industrial centers to serve national defense, and to connect at sujtable 
border points with routes of continental importance in the Dominion of Canada 
and the Republic of Mexico. 

That is the end of the quotation from the act. 

Yet the two principal metropolitan areas in the intermountain 
country, between the Midwest and California, which are Denver and 
Salt Lake City, are not now connected by such an Interstate Highway. 

The present system joins 42 State capital cities and 90 percent of all 
cities over 50,000 population. However, the capital cities of Colorado 
and Utah are not joined directly by the Interstate System and the 
population of both of them is now well over 200,000. 

An Interstate Highway between Denver and Salt Lake City would 
be of incalculable value to the Nation’s defense. The cities are eco- 
nomic capitals of their regions and a direct route on the Interstate 
System would be of great benefit to the Nation. Such a highway 
would serve an area which is of critical importance to our defense 
area, the uranium and mineral-rich Colorado Plateau to which joins 
these two States. 

To get from Denver to Salt Lake on the present Interstate System 
requires a diversion either up into Wyoming or down into New Mexico. 
Present highways between Denver and Salt Lake City are manifestly 
inadequate for modern driving conditions. They are winding, nar- 
row, and usually closed in the winter. 

The economy of the mountain West and the defense of the Nation 
would be greatly enhanced by a new direct route between Denver 
and Salt Lake City on the Interstate System. I intend to join in 
cosponsoring a bill which I understand will be introduced in the 
Senate today, and undoubtedly referred to this distinguished com- 
mittee. The bill would provide for such an interstate highway 
between our two capital cities with a route to be determined by the 
engineers of the two States in cooperation with the Bureau of Public 
Roads. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear today because the chairman 
of our State Highway Commission of Utah is on your schedule for 
an appearance later on this morning. I appreciate the chance to have 
my testimony appear with his. 

Governor Johnson, I appreciate your courtesy in making it possible 
for me to make this brief statement and to go on to my additional 
responsibilities. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Senator Bennett. 

Governor JoHnson. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Senator Allott 
could make a statement now ? 

Senator Atiorr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to defer to Governor 
Johnson. I made arrangements to be late, so I will just be late. 
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Senator Gore. Senator Watkins? 
Senator Watkins. I will wait until Senator Johnson has made his 
statement. He is spearheading the drive. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ED JOHNSON, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF 
COLORADO 


Governor JoHNson. We are very grateful to this committee for 
giving us an opportunity to be heard. This is somewhat in the na- 
ture of an appeal from the Bureau of Public Roads decision. 

The State of Colorado, in December of 1954, Governor Thornton, 
on behalf of the State of Colorado, appealed to the Bureau of Public 
Roads and the Commerce Department to have about approximately 
500 miles of interstate highway connecting Salt Lake City and Denver 
added to the Interstate Highway System. 

Mr. duPont, as Assistant to the Secretary of Commerce, turned 
that down. So we are here now appealing to this committee because 
we realize the Congress is the proper policymaking power in this 
Government of ours and we are appealing for assistance from the 
Congress of the United States. 

I think in order to get it in retrospect, there are two sections of 

the law that ought to be made a part of this record in the very be- 
ginning. It is Public Law 146, 78th Congress, chapter 236, section 6. 
It reads as follows: 
The Commissioner of Public Roads is authorized and directed to make a sur- 
vey of the need for a system of express highways throughout the United 
States, the number of such highways needed, the approximate routes which 
they should follow, and the approximate cost of construction and to report to 
the President and to Congress within six months after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act the result of such survey, together with such recommenda- 
tions for legislation as is deemed advisable. 

That act was approved on July 13, 1943. President Roosevelt had 
already appointed an Interregional Highway Committee to make 
a study of this whole matter. This Committee consisted of—TI think 
we ought to have their names in the record, too, at this point—Thomas 
H. MacDonald, Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads, Chair- 
man; Donald Kennedy, Vice Chairman—Mr. Kennedy was highway 
commissioner of Michigan; C. H. Purcell; Frederic A. Delano; Har- 
land Bartholomew, and Rexford G. Tugwell, who later became Gover- 
nor of Puerto Rico. His duties in Puerto Rico did not permit Mr. 
Tugwell to have very much to do with preparing the report. 

Another member was appointed, the former Governor of Alabama, 
the Honorable Bibb Graves, but he died very early in the proceedings 
and these other men carried on. 

This Committee made quite a report and submitted it to the Con- 
gress and submitted it to the President. 

Then the next step in the chronological development is section 7, 
and I want to read this and comment on it briefly. Public Law 521, 
of the 78th Congress, the same Congress that received the report, ap- 
proved December 20, 1944. I have looked through this public law 
very carefully trying to find some authority that I couldn’t find there, 
and I will mention that in a moment. 

I want to read section 7 into the record: 
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There shall be designated within the continental United States a National 
System of Interstate Highways not exceeding 40,000 miles in total extent, so 
located as to connect by routes as direct as practicable— 


and Senator Bennett read that quote a moment ago— 


the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial centers to serve the 
national defense and to connect at suitable border points with routes of conti- 
nental importance in the Dominion of Canada and the Republic of Mexico. The 
routes of the National System of Interstate Highways shall be selected by joint 
action of the State highway departments of each State and the adjoining States 
as provided by the Federal Highway Act of November 9, 1921, for the selection 
of the Federal-aid system. All highways or routes included in the National 
System of Interstate Highways as finally approved, if not already included in 
the Federal-aid highway system, shall be added to said system without regard 
to any mileage limitation. ~ 

I went down to the Bureau of Public Roads yesterday and had a 
conference with Mr. duPont, who is an Assistant to the Secretary of 
Commerce, and with Mr. Curtiss, who is the head of the Bureau of 
Public Roads. They suggested that they were powerless to do any- 
thing about our petition for 500 additional miles within the 40,000 
miles. 

Senator Gore. Why were they powerless? 

Governor JoHNson. They said that they had designated approxi- 
mately 37,600 miles which left 2,400 miles within the 40, 000 miles that 
had not been designated, but they said that that 2,400 miles was neces- 
sary to provide for what they called circumferential highways around 
the cities, to bypass the cities. They said as a matter of fact that they 
required 2,600 miles. They would use up all the 2,400 and they would 
have 200 less than was necessary to do the job that they had. 

I am interested in section 7 that I just read to you. It says nothing 
about the bypass highways sound the cities. It talks about the basic 
Interstate Highway System in the Nation: Of course highways need 
to be built around the cities but when the cities determine where those 
highways are to be, there may be a considerable lapse of time. 

T know that the Bureau of Public Roads has been after the Colo- 
rado State Highway Department to make an estimate on the number 
of miles that Colorado would need to build highways around the city 
of Denver, and they made a rough guess that it would require 17 miles. 
However, the highway department said that that is not a blueprint; 
that they do not know whether that 17 miles will be necessary, whether 
more than 17 miles will be necessary, or what the situation may be. 

And I think that Denver is typical of all the cities in the United 
States, and I doubt whether very many of them can come up and say 
to the Bureau of Public Roads that we need a certain number of miles 
to take the vomery out of our cities. TI am thinking of Pittsburgh, 
Pa., now. I do not know how anyone there could devise a system of 
highw ays that would take the highway out of the city of Pittsburgh. 

I think that that is typical of nearly every city that we have. And 
so it may take a long, long time before they reach any conclusion. 
And 2,400 miles may be a considerable underestimate of the number 
of miles it will take to take the main highways, the Interstate System, 
out of the cities of this country. 

Senator Gorr. From your statement is it fair to conclude, Governor, 
that the Bureau of Roads in the Department of Commerce is not in 
fact powerless to designate this route? 
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Governor Jounson. That is my argument. Of course, the law that 
was set up is that the Bureau of Public Roads was to work the matter 
out with the State highway department. The argument that I am 
trying to make now is that they are not powerless, that they have 2,500 
or 2,400 miles left, as the case may be—they say 2,300, and that may be 
the correct mileage. 

My argument is that they do have that amount of mileage yet to be 
designated. These highways that they are talking about around the 
cities are only prospects, in essence, at best. 

Mr. Curtiss told me that he was going to appear before this commit- 
tee on Thursday, and Mr. Du Pont told me that he was going to ap- 
pear before this committee on Friday, and I hope that this committee 
will ask these gentlemen if this is only a glorified guess, the amount of 
mileage that they need for these cities, or if they have something far 
more substantial upon which to base it. 

Senator Gore. You might be interested to know, Governor, that at 
a previous session of the committee I asked Mr. Curtiss to supply the 
committee with definitive standards by which additional interstate 
routes would be designated. He was unable to supply that infor- 
mation. I thought it assumed considerable importance in view of the 
fact that each bill before this committee proposes to increase the Fed- 
eral share of the cost of interstate roads. 

So I addressed a letter to the Secretary of Commerce under date of 
April 5 of which I would like to read a bit: 

It is my hope that our highway hearings can be brought to a close on Friday, 
April 15 with either a return engagement by you or Mr. Curtiss. If you desig- 
nate him as departmental spokesman for that purpose, subjects on which the 
committee would like detailed information on that day are as follows: one, 
definitive standards by which further mileage will be designated as interstate 
highways. Will the Department need either specific or general language re- 
lating hereto in a highway bill which is reported by the committee? 


Then I also, under No. 5, said: 


What is the position of the Department with respect to increasing the interstate 
highway mileage? 

That is, I have an mind increasing it above 40,000. I asked for the 
most recent studies in this respect: 

If the interstate highway mileage is to be increased, to what maximum would 
the Department recommend its increase? What are the standards for such 
determination? 

In other words, in relation to your suggestion that you would like 
to see the committee inquire into this, I want to call to your attention 
that I had already asked the Secretary of Commerce to either appear 
or designate some official spokesman from the Department to appear 
specifically on those questions. 

Governor JouNnson. I understand that Mr. Du Pont, his assistant, 
will appear. Mr. Du Pont told me that he would. , 

One point must be remembered, however: that the 40,000 mile limi- 
tation is a limitation that was placed by law, by the Congress of the 
United States, and only the Congress can change that. ‘The men in 
the Bureau of Public Roads cannot change it, as you well know. 
However, Colorado is not taking a position either for increasing the 
40,000 miles or not increasing it. We believe that there is mileage 
that can be designated within the 40,000 miles. But if there is not 
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any mileage which can be designated within the 40,000 miles we think 
that it ought to be provided above the 40,000 miles. 

Mr. Curtiss made the reply to me on this very point that in the report 
of the committee headed by Mr. MacDonald—and I have read the 
members’ names to you—they made a recommendation for building 
these circumferential highways around the city. But I am unable to 
find anything in the law that directs that to be done. 

Senator Gore. Is it your thinking that those are properly urban 
systems ? 

Governor Jounson. That is correct. I think that they are properly 
urban systems where the work needs to be done; that it ought to be 
done in a separate program; that it has nothing to do with this Inter- 
state System; and that while the work should be done, that it is very 
necessary to be done, I do not think it ought to be done within the limit 
of 40,000 miles, and I do not think Congress has ever directed that it 
be done within the 40,000 miles. 

Colorado has moved diligently from the very beginning to have 
a designation across the State of Colorado east and west. Mr. Charles 
Vail, who was highway commissioner, was very alert about that, and 
very insistent, and he is a very determined man. He pressed hard for 
two highways—Highway 50 and Highway 6 across the State of Colo- 
rado. Mr. Vail had considerable correspondence with Senator Mil- 
likin and was assured by Senator Millikan that the whole Colorado 
congressional delegation was supporting Mr. Vail in his efforts to get 
these interstate highways across the State of Colorado. Unfortun- 
ately and with a great loss to the State of Colorado, Mr. Vail died in 
January 1945. 

Senator Gore. This is a different route of which you are speaking 
now ¢ 

Governor Jounson. I am talking about the same highway across 
the State of Colorado east and west, connecting Denver with Salt 
Lake City through the State of Colorado. 

Senator Gorn. Governor, what kind of road is there now ? 

Governor Jounson. Federal-aid primary highways in both in- 
stances from Pueblo to Grand Junction, and across the State of Colo- 
rado from Julesburg to Denver to Grand Junction, and then the road 
that Mr. Vail was pushing for would connect with a highway in Utah 
that would go through Utah and make a connection with Salt Lake 
City. 

If you will look at your map of the Interstate Highway System in 
the United States you will find that there is only one other State in 
the United States that does not have east and west highways through 
it, and that other State is North Carolina, and it has a highway run- 
ning from the northeast to the southwest but not directly east and west. 

The travel in the United States is, quite generally, east and west. 
That is the big travel. Colorado has no highway east and west 
through it. New Mexico to the south of us has two highways east 
and west. 

Senator Gorr. You mean interstate highways? 

Governor Jounson. Interstate highways is what I am talking 
about. We have a lot of Federal-aid highways in Colorado east and 
west. You can look at the map and you will find that Washington, 


Oregon, California, Nevada, Idaho, Montana, Utah, Arizona has two, 
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New Mexico has two, North and South Dakota, Nebrasa, Kansas, all 
the States. 

Senator Case. Justa moment. Does either North or South Dakota 
have a north and south highway ¢ 

Governor Jounson. No; but they have east and west. 

Senator Case. Colorado has a north and south highway ? 

Governor Jounson. Yes. Weare talking about east and west high- 
way because that is the highway that Colorado needs so desperately. 

Senator Case. Would you abandon the north and south designation 
in favor of an east-west designation ? 

Governor JoHnson. That is not for me to say what should be aban- 
doned and what should not be abandoned. 

Senator Busu. Senator, are there any obstacles in the way of the 
Denver-Salt Lake City route? Is there any obvious reason why 3 
should not go through? 

Governor JOHNSON. It is a mountainous country, as you know. 

Senator Busu. Is it a very expensive thing to use that route Denver 
to Salt Lake City as the bird files? 

Governor Jounson. I do not think that the expense of it would 
be a deciding factor. The Colorado General Assembly only 10 days 
ago authorized the building of a tunnel, a 3-mile tunnel through the 
Continental Divide, which is estimated to cost $5 million a mile. They 
authorized that and provided for a bond issue to cover the expense of 
building it, with the expectation of making it a toll road. 

With such a tunnel through the ¢ ‘ontinental Divide, which Colorado 
is prepared to build, we can provide a water grade clear across the 
State east and west through Colorado with probably the maximum 
srade not over 5 percent, which is a very good grade for highways. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin has a question. 

Senator Martin. It is my recollection that Denver and Salt Lake 
City are connected up with Route 40. Is that correct ? 

Governor Jounson. There are several highways. Highway 50 and 
Highway 24, Highway 40, Highway 34, and Highway 6. 

Senator Marrix. Where do you contemplate this tunnel? 

Governor JoHnson. The tunnel will be located where the engineers 
and the geologists say it will be located. We want to locate it where 
they have granite all the way without any faults. We want it to be 
located at an elevation that will really keep the grade down. The 
legislature left it to the technicians to work out the location for the 
highway tunnel. 

We are not contending today that the 500 additional miles in Colo- 
rado be placed at any particul: ir place or upon any particular road. 
We want that to be determined by the Bureau of Public Roads and by 
our own highway department and by the engineers and the folks who 
are able to decide such questions on their merit because there is a great 
deal of technical data that will influence the decision one way or 
another. 

Senator Martin. The reason I am asking you that, I have always 
been very much interested in a road clear across the United States, 
not only for industrial purposes but also for military purposes. I 
hurriedly, 2 or 3 years ago, went over Route 40. Our roads in the 
United States have been following Indian trails, explorers’ trails, and 
so on and so forth. That has happened for more than the last hun- 
dred years. 
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Route 40 seems to more nearly meet our needs. I haven’t my notes 
on this, but it is my recollection that Route 40 connected up Denver 
and Salt Lake City. 

Governor Jounson. It does, and of course Highway 40 is a splen- 
did highway. But so is Highway 50. And so is Highway 6. High- 
way 6isa vo road that crosses the whole of the United States. 
All of these highways do. 

Senator Martin. 6,40, and 50, and 30 cross the entire United States ¢ 

Governor Jounson. That is right. 

Senator Case. Are all three of those splendid highways in Colo- 
rado east and west: 40, 50, and 6? 

Governor Jounson. | will name the highways east and west across 
the State of Colorado. Beginning with Highway 160, then 50, and 
40, 24, 34, and 6. We are building those highways as fast as we can 
and as well as we can. We are trying to make them just as good 
highways as we can construct. But what Colorado needs is an inter- 
state highway that will be up to the standard that will be used in 
building highways, competitive highways, in other States. 

You are going to build a four-lane highway through Wyoming. 
You are going to build two 4-lane highways through New Mexico 
and Arizona. Colorado needs to be able to compete with our neigh- 
boring States. We do not want to take anything away from them. 
We do not want them to get way out ahead of us, either, because these 
interstate highways are going to be very attractive highways for the 
Kast and West to travel on. 

We want to be able to compete with them on even terms. We are 
asking for one improved interstate highway across the State of Colo- 
rado. Since all the other States in the Union, with the single excep- 
tion of North Carolina, have been given those kinds of highways, we 
do not think that our request is in the slightest degree unjustified. 
We think it is completely justified. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case has a question. 

Senator Case. Governor, what is the ratio of matching in Colo- 
rado when you are given credit for public lands in Colorado? 

Governor Jounson. Thirty-five percent of the area of Colorado is 
in public lands. Our ratio on Federal-aid roads, therefore, is 44 to 
56—44 State, 56 Federal. That is the rate that we have been given 
because the Federal Government owns 35 percent of the area of the 
State of Colorado. 

Senator Case. With 35 percent—you are sure that is what it is, 
56-44 ¢ 

Governor Jounson. That is what it is, 44 and 56. And it is approxi- 
mately 35 percent. Ithink my figures are approximately correct. 

Senator Gore. Then this becomes increasingly important, I take it, 
to State governments as the Congress increases, if it does increase, the 
Federal contribution to the interstate highways? 

Governor JoHnson. That is correct, because the Federal Govern- 
ment is building boulevards through our competing States to the 
north of us and to the south of us. Our tourist trade in Colorado is a 
very important industry. It is our second most important industry. 
Our first industry is agriculture which produced $440 million in 
revenue last year; and our tourist industry produced $298,400,000. 
So we are dependent upon industry. If the United States Govern- 
ment is going to go in and build boulevards through Wyoming and 
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through New Mexico which will attract the tourist travelers traveling 
east and west, Colorado is being dealt a very severe injustice. 

It is a whole lot like the man who was praying about the bear. 
He said, “If you can’t help me, don’t help the bear.” ‘That is about 
our situation. If you cannot help us, let nature take its course. Colo- 
rado will do all right. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this comment : 
There are so many different groups that are opposed to paying for 
these highways and for new methods that I am afraid the good Lord 
will be needed to help everybody. 

Governor, you have made a very careful study of these things. 
What would you think of a toll road starting at the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike, east of Pittsburgh, running practically parallel to Route 
40, which would go a little north of Columbus, Ohio, Indianapolis, 
Ind., a little north of St. Louis, Kansas City, Denver, Salt Lake City, 
and on to the west coast? Would your people object to a toll road? 

Governor Jounson. No: I do not think they would object to it if 
the bonds could be sold to build it. Then people would travel it if it 
was a competitive road with the other highways. 

Senator Martin. The free road would be Highway 40. It would 
be an entirely new road, just as we have done in Pennsylvania. We 
have as a free road Routes 22 and 30. I have just gone into it. The 
truck travel in the last 5 years has multiplied by 4. I thought if we 
could work out a plan that would get us one road clear across the 
continent. Wecertainly need it. We need it from an economic stand- 
point, we need it from the military standpoint, because we do not 
have railroad stock enough in the United States to carry troops from 
one coast to the other if it is necessary to do so. You have to depend 
on roads for that purpose. 

Governor Jounson. I would prefer that kind of a road than a gen- 
eral bond issue to build a military road. I think that a road in which 
the motor vehicle user would pay for it through tolls would be much 
better than selling general bonds and building such a road through 
the country. 

Senator Martin. There is not any question but that the road would 
pay as far west as Kansas City. I have gone into it enough that I feel 
confident that it would liquidate itself that far. Then of course it 
would liquidate itself from San Francisco over into Nevada. 

That other section across the mountains, which would be very heavy 
construction, would have to depend on the traffic from the East and 
the West that would want to push across that. 

You have given a lot of thought to these things. I apologize, Mr. 
Chairman, for bringing that up, but this is an American proposition. 
We have got to build these roads someway. There is opposition to a 
new corporation; there is opposition to funded indebtedness; and 
there is opposition to almost everything we suggest. But we have to 
come to some conclusion one of these days because we are at least 10 
years behind in building roads in the United States and we have the 
opportunity of hearing from you fine people from Colorado who have 
given a lot of thought to these things. 

That is the reason, Mr. Chairman, that I am bringing it up here. 
I was criticized about 3 weeks ago when I brought out, I believe to you, 
Governor, whether or not we should add another cent to the gasoline 
tax. My gracious alive, I got letters from all over the United States 
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as to what a terrible thing that is. Everybody seems to want the roads 
but nobody seems to want to pay for them. 

Governor Jounson. I thank the Senator for his inquiry and for 
his statement. I would like to say one more thing and then I will 
desist. 

If you will look at the map you will notice that the largest area in 
the United States without an interstate highway is that area between 
Salt Lake City and Denver and Pueblo. That area is the largest area 
in the United States without an interstate highway. 

You might think from that situation that that area was a desert, and 
that it was not worthy of having a highway. Quite the contrary is 
true. It is probably the richest area in the United States so far as 
natural resources are concerned. It has tremendous deposits of coal; 
it has tremendous deposits of oil shale; it has gas wells and oil w ells 
to the north, in the middle of it and to the south, in the State of 
Colorado. 

Congress is dealing at the present time with the upper Colorado 
River development, and 72 percent of the water of that river originates 
in the State of Colorado. It is a great tourist mecca. It has the 
finest scenic attractions—I ought not to say the finest but some of the 
finest—in the United States. It is a very fine area, and Colorado, by 
the way—lI do not suppose this is bragging—Colorado pays into the 
Treasury of the United States nearly $700 million a year in income 
taxes, which is quite a considerable amount of money to pay. 

Colorado is one of the live States of the West. We want to con- 
tinue to grow. If you give us this highway and give us equal treat- 
ment with Wyoming, New Mexico, and Arizona, our adjoining States 
with Montana, I think you will find that Colorado will measure up and 
will not disappoint you, not only in Federal taxes but in the develop- 
ment of the Colorado Plateau, the source of our uranium, which is in 
this area, too. 

It is a very important area so far as the military is concerned, so 
far as all development is concerned, and there is going to be a tremen- 
dous increase in population in that area east of Salt Lake City and 
west of Denver and Pueblo. 

As you may recall, they have a great steel mill, the Geneva Steel Mill, 
in Utah. Thatisinthat area. This isa really important area of the 
United States. Looking at this map you would think it is nothing 
but a Sahara Desert, and it is anything but that. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Casr. Having raised the question of the percentage of cost 
of Federal-aid projects paid by the Federal Government, I should like 
to insert at this point a table which the clerk has handed me which gives 
the percentage for the several States that have public lands. I would 
like to point out in that connection that the State of Utah gets 73.78 
cents on the dollar for Federal-aid projects. That is, they ‘could get 
that on a primary system. 

The State of Colorado does get 56.60 cents, as the Governor has 
accurately pointed out. 

Arizona gets 71.95. New Mexico gets 64.02. My own State of 
South Dakota gets 56.13. But I think that is a point that ought to be 
kept in mind when you are considering what Federal aid means in 
building roads in Western States. 
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That has some bearing upon the percentage of cost. If the Federal 
Government is going to pay 100 percent ‘of cost of the Interstate 
System, that has a great deal of significance for States which match 
on a straight 50-50 basis. 

For the States in the West, where there are some public lands and 
the aid is apportioned, it does not have quite the same significanc e. 

Senator Gore. Without objection it may be inserted in the record. 

(The chart is as follows :) 


Sliding scale rates of Federal-id participation in public-land States effective 
Dee. 1, 1950 
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1 Area data as of June 30, 1950, furnished 4 by aalantiaiaat of the Interior. 


Senator Case. You mentioned the uranium deposits in western Colo- 
rado. Were there any access roads built to the uranium fields in Colo- 
rado from the access roads money ¢ 

Governor Jounson. Yes; that is correct. I do not remember the 
total but it is something in the neighborhood of $3 million, I believe, 
where they built roads out to these mines. As you know, the mines 
are Satad in very rough areas. 

I cannot say what it is. Congressman Aspinall tells me it is nearer 
$4 million than $3 million. 

Senator Case. I know that is correct. I did not want to leave the 
impression that with the uranium fields there they were not accessible 
by highway, because the Federal Government has a system of roads 
there, built to the uranium fields. 

Governor Jounson. Those roads built to the fields are simply to 
get the ore to the mills. 

Senator Case. I understand that. I think we have had about $200,- 
000 worth of access road funds applied to the uranium fields of 
southwestern South Dakota. I think those were built practically 100 
percent by the Federal Government. I assume the $3 million or $4 
million that you have are the same. 

Governor Jounson. They are mine roads in Colorado. 

Senator Case. Possibly on a 75-25 ratio or something like that. The 
Federal Government put up most of the money for it. 

Governor Jounson. Colorado has helped with it. I do not know 
the amount. The Colorado Highway Department has built the roads 
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—— contracts, and put something in. But I am not sure just how 
much. 

Congressman Aspinall tells me that 90 percent of the access road 
funds are Federal, and 10 percent State. 

Senator Gorr. Governor, what, specifically, do you request this 
committee to do? Do you want us to write legislation in the bill 
designating this particular route as an interstate route? Do you 
want us to increase the mileage for interstate routes? Do you want 
us to examine the legality and justification for setting aside 2,400 
miles for urban development? Just specifically what action do you 
request? You have made a very strong case for designation of this 
route. 

Governor Jonson. Senator Millikin and other Senators interested 
will introduce a bill in a day or two requesting and directing that this 
additional 500 miles east of the Rockies in Colorado and the area in 
Utah in the vicinity of Salt Lake City, be included in the 40,000 
miles. I suppose if all of that mileage is designated it will be an 
increase above the 40,000. That is very definitely the request. 

I hope that this committee will seriously consider the bill that will 
be before you in just a very few days. I hope that you may give 
affirmative approval to it and that it will be enacted into law and that 
this highway that we are talking about will be designated on the 
Interstate System. 

Just one more thought: the Legislature of Colorado, the Legisla- 
ture of Utah, and the Legislature of Nevada have all enacted resolu- 
tions urging that this highway be designated, roughly between Salt 
Lake City and the city of Denver. 

The State of Kansas is very much interested in this designation. 
Their Highway 40 reaches a dead-end in Denver. Highway 6 reaches 
a dead-end in Denver. And the people back of both of those highways 
would like to have one or the other of those highways designated as 
interstate highways. 

Highway 6 goes clear through the State of Colorado, but to Denver 
it is an interstate highway. Highway 40, from Kansas City to 
Denver, is an interstate highway, and that is the end of it. It isa 
dead-end. We want it to go on through so it can connect clear across 
the country and become a National Interstate Highway. 

Senator Gore. Governor, the committee will inquire of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce when its witnesses appear Friday on the justifica- 
tion for the denial of this designation; the justification for setting 
aside 2,400 miles for future urban or circumferential route develop- 
ment. And as I have indicated in the letter which I have cited, we 
will inquire into the desirability and the recommendation of the De- 
partment on increasing the 40,000 miles limitation. ; 

The Department has heretofore made a study as to the routes which 
would be designated if that limit should be raised to 48,000. The 
committee wants the most recent information in that regard. 

So far as I am advised, the Congress has never designated—the 
Congress itself has never, by legislation, designated a particular road 
as an interstate route. The Congress may decide to do so. It would 
appear to the chairman of the subcommittee that perhaps your best 
chance of getting this designation would be within the present 40,000 
or, maybe still better, through an increase of the 40,000 to 48,000 or 
56.000, whatever the facts might justify. 
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But the committee will give very careful consideration to your 
recommendation, to your request, and to the bill to be introduced by 
Senator Millikin and other Senators. 

Governor JoHNsoN. We are very grateful to the committee. I am 
most grateful to you for listening to me and being so patient with me. 
I greatly appreciate the assurances that you have given that you are 
going to thoroughly investigate this w hole matter. 

Senator Gore. Senator Millikin ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. EUGENE D. MILLIKIN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Senator Minturn. Mr. Chairman, T think Senator Johnson has 
stated in very fine language why we have to have an express road 
through Colorado. I think when you study the map and study the 
history of this thing you will find that there is an antimountain com- 
plex which may bother people not aceustomed to the mountains but 
which does not at all bother people who are accustomed to the 
mountains, 

Senator Gore. You have never been afflicted with that. 

Senator Mitiikiy. I have never been afflicted with an antimountain 
complex 

Mr. Chairman, take the city of Denver. When we started out in 
that country everything went around the mountains. They were 
scared of the mountains. To overcome that we ran a railroad across 
the top of the Continental Divide. 

As time went on we ran through the mountains with a railroad, 
we ran through the mountains to get water from the western slope to 
the eastern slope. It is nothing new or strange to us at all. Instead 
of saying, “Oh, my goodness, these are the mountains, we have to make 
a detour,” we went through the mountains. That is what I am sug- 
gesting in this case. 

We cannot have a direct transcontinental highway from the East 
to the West if we are going to get scared of the mountains and stop 
short of them and start running detours. 

Senator Johnson has told you that the Colorado Legislature has 
already authorized a tunnel through the Continental Divide. That 
is something that does not strike us as strange at all. It may paralyze 
with fear the engineers who have not worked on that part of the 
country, but it does not have that effect on the rest of us. It activates 
our determination to go ahead. We are accustomed to surmounting 
that obstacle. 

When we settled Denver everybody said Denver would starve to 
death—it is not a port, it is not on a transcontinental railroad. But it 
became a great capital in the West because we overcame the difficulties 
which surrounded the country by doing what was necessary. 

We ran railroads to the north of us, we ran railroads to the south 
of us, then we ran them through the mountains. We ran our water 
through the mountains. 

I am merely suggesting that the engineers who laid out this project, 
who laid out the map which is before | us, got scared of the mountains, 
when they do not need to be. 

We can build a tunnel through those mountains. It will be a very 
fine way to get from one side to the other. I believe that this com- 
mittee should be aware of that fact. 
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Take Senator Martin’s State of Pennsylvania. Great Scot, if they 
did not use tunnels in Pennsylvania it would not be the great trans- 
portation center that it is. You do not sit around in a paralysis of 
fear because you come toa mountain. You run through the mountain. 
You have done it again and again, dozens of times. 

I do not recall ever taking a trip through Pennsylvania that did 
not involve going through tunnels. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator would yield: The 
first suggestion of tunneling the mountains of Pennsylvania for a 
highway was made by an Irish emigrant who had succeeded in busi- 
ness in the United States and in politics, and became a Pennsylvania 
State senator. He said the way to do it is to tunnel through the moun- 
tains. The engineers said it is not practical, but we have them now. 
He is the man who suggested it. It was not an engineer. 

Senator Case. What is his name? 

Senator Martin. Jimmy Coyne. 

Senator Mituixrn. That is the point that I am making here. Let’s 
not stand in fear of the mountains which we have conquered again and 
again to serve our economic goals. Take water. We tunneled 
through the mountains to put the western slope water on the Big 
Thompson project. 

We ian other projects of that kind. Dave Moffat first ran a rail- 
road over the top of the Continental Divide. He went busted doin 
it but he did it. Finally we built a tunnel under the Continenta 
Divide to operate that railroad and it is operating very successfully. 

We have conquered the mountains to the extent that it is necessary. 
That is what I am proposing here. Let’s have a straight route, not 
a detoured dead-end route. 

Let’s have a straight route from Colorado to Salt Lake City. Let’s 
get that done. We do not fear it at all. It is a normal practice to 
us to surmount difficulties of that kind. 

What I want to emphasize is that I do believe that someone—and 
T am not challenging anyone’s ability or motives or anything else— 
there are those who say it is impossible to run a transcontinental high- 
way through those mountains. It is not impossible at all. Our legis- 
lature has authorized the doing of it. We intend to get that done. 

Weare not selecting particular routes here because we have the local 
questions that will have to be decided by local authorities. But to say 
that we have to circumvent, have to bypass the mountains and run what 
should be a straight chute into Salt Lake City or near there into a 
diversionary route of some kind, does not make good commonsense, I 
respectfully suggest. 

I think if you will look at that map you will find, as it was pointed 
out here today, Colorado is given the least advantageous treatment so 
far as the east-west route is concerned in the transcontinental scheme, 
and there is no reason for it. 

As Senator Johnson has pointed out, we send about $700 million 
here every year in income taxes, which is a good record for States in 
that part of the country. We hold up our own end, and we do not 
want to be discriminated against, we do not want to be regarded as a 
second-class State. We are entitled to a straight chute through 
Colorado, through the mountains. 

Give us the tunnel to do the business. Give us the opportunity which 
you are able to give us to get that done. We are asking for more efli- 
cient transcontinental systems, and that is the most efficient one. 
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I do not know of anything else that I should say. I hope that I can 
impart to you some of my own confidence, which is shared by the peo- 
ple who live out there, who have been accustomed to dealing with dif- 
ficult problems from the very beginning. If they had been afraid, they 
would not have stayed there. They would have moved on to easier 
places, or stayed in easier places. People out there are not afraid of 
the challenges which a propostion of this kind presents. 

Senator Johnson is Governor of the State. He himself has urged the 
passage of the tunnel authority bill and has received it. Out there we 
are proud of things of that kind. We will do what is necessary on our 
part. We ask this committee to do what is necessary on its part to 
enable us to accomplish this great highway, a through transcontinental 
highway, and not a meandering road. We want a road which goes 
straight from one place to another, which will save time, which is eco- 
nomically sound, which is sure to vitalize our industrial regions, which 
will move defense goods, when they have to be moved, w ithout loss of 
time. 

We welcome the challenge and we are proud of the accomplishment 
in meeting those challenges. We have met many of them and we will 
continue to do so. 

Just looking at that map, if you take a look at it you will say there 
is something wrong here; every State in the Union, with one or two 
exceptions, has one or more opportunities for transcontinental roads. 
To look at a great and, I say respectfully, valuable area, which comes 
to a dead end because ‘the mountains are in the offing, that does not 
make good sense to us. I am suggesting that you have had the same 
kind of experience in Pennsylvania, Senator. 

Shivering people must have taken a look at your mountains and said, 
“We can’t build roailroads here.” But you have penetrated those 
mountains wherever necessary to build your roads, your highways and 
your railroads. We do the same thing in Colorado. We want to con- 
tinue to be able to doit. We do not want to be ona side road. We do 
not want to be on a dead end. We are entitled to be on the straight 
chute direct route from Colorado to the western slope to Salt Lake 
City or near there. That is what we want to do. 

I earnestly beseech this committee to give us your help. I thank you. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Senator Millikin, for your 
appearance. The committee will give careful consideration to your 
request : and your recommendation. 

Senator Martin, do you have any questions? 

Senator Martin. No. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question, and 
that is with respect to the tunnel authority. Senator Millikin re- 
ferred to a tunnel authority which Colorado is creating. Does that 
contemplate that the tunnel authority will have authority to construct 
a tunnel through the mountains somewhere for highway purposes? 

Senator Minin. That is right. 

Senator Casr. How is the tunnel authority to finance its operations ? 

Senator Mirirxrn. Governor Johnson, will you answer that ? 

Governor Jonson. Yes. The tunnel authority in Colorado is the 
Colorado Highway Department. The legislature authorized, as I 
said, $5 million a mile for 3 miles of tunnel—exactly $16 million—to 
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build a tunnel. The tunnel will be a toll tunnel. The highway de- 
partment of the State of Colorado is backing those bonds 100 percent so 
that they will sell for a very fine figure, probably at 2 percent or 214, 
it is anticipated that the bonds will sell for to build the tunnel, and 
then it will be paid for by the motor vehicle users. 

Senator Casz. The reference was of considerable interest to me, 
Governor, because of the fact that the bill which I introduced, S. 1573, 
1 proposed that the Interstate Right-of-Way Corporation would have 
the authority to construct bridges and tunnels and to charge tolls on 
them. I assume that if the Colorado authority were to construct the 
tunnel that you would have no objection to an Interstate Highway 
coming to the portal of the tunnel and going through on that tunnel ? 

Governor Jounson. No, indeed. That is one of the great purposes 
of the tunnel, and, of course, we will consult. with the Bureau of 
Public Roads with respect to the location of the tunnel, with respect 
to the design of the tunnel, because we want the Federal Government 
to be entirely satisfied with the tunnel we build. 

Senator Casp. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that testimony because 
I think it is the first direct testimony we have had on the value of 
considering the toll approach to major structures like tunnels or 
bridges. I think it is an important contribution and I think it offers 
one key to solve the problem which confronts us. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. Along that line I might say that it has been 
authorized to build a tunnel through what we call the River Hill, at 
Pittsburgh, which will be on the parkway system which runs down 
through Pittsburgh and is a part of the Pennsylvania highway system. 
It is a part of this Interstate System as far as that is concerned but it 
will be completed when that tunnel is. And it is contemplated that 
the Highway Department of Pennsylvania will charge tolls in order to 
liquidate the cost of that tunnel. I forget how much it is to cost, but 
it runs into several million dollars. 

Maybe we can get some things of that kind started that will help do 
the financing. The financing of it is the great difficulty in our country 
right now. The Government is costing so much money that we have 
got to find as many self-liquidating projects as possible, like tunnels, 
bridges, roads, and so forth. 

Senator Gore. Senator Allott, the committee will be pleased to hear 
from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON ALLOTT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Senator Au.orr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would like to compliment Governor Johnson and Senator Millikin on 
their fine statements. I believe they have covered almost every phase 
of this matter. I would like toemphasize 1 or 2 points. 

Much has been said about being afraid of the improvements. Just 
as a matter of personal reference—and I am sure this could probably 
be confirmed by Mr. Charles Shumate, our assistant State highway 
engineer, who is in the room—I have, since World War II, averaged 
about 25,000 miles of driving to 35,000 miles of driving in Colorado 
each year. 
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In the 9 years since the last world war, I have never had a pair of 
chains on but once, and that was when I was going to a remote ski 
area in Colorado. Neither have I ever owned or had on my car a 
pair of these heavy-duty storm tires. So the problems in Colorado are 
not problems to us. They do not scare us. It is true that our improve- 
ments go high, but we go over them, and now we are going through 
them, 

I would like to invite the committee’s attention to just one thing 
with respect to western Colorado, and also Utah. The uranium area 
of that country is primarily developed now in what is known as the 
Four Corners area. That is the area which is common to Utah, 
Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona. 

It extends all over the Colorado Plateau. These roads which have 
been commented on as access roads, I wouldn’t want anyone here to 
think that they were roads in the sense of being usable highways; 
roads that are used by trucks carrying 8, 10, or 12 tons some people 
would hesitate to run their cars over. So in that sense only are they 
access highways. 

This general country is one of the wealthiest parts now and poten- 
tially of the United States. Not only is there this huge uranium de- 
velopment, but there is also an estimated—and this has been estimated 
and reestimated—oil shale reserve in this same area of western Colo- 
rado which would be made available by such a road as is proposed 
by Governor Johnson and Senator Millikin, of 400 billion barrels 
of oil from the oil shale reserve. 

I have been informed by reliable sources, chiefly the Colorado Year- 
book, that there is in this area enough coal to last the United States 300 
years. 

I would also like to invite the committee’s attention to the produc- 
tion of molybdenum in this area; the production of other elements, 
feldspar, zinc, lead, also gold and silver, which are prevalent in this 
area and which make it one of the great economic potentials of the 
United States. 

Then I would like to shift again and emphasize two things which 
Governor Johnson and Senator Millikin have expressed so well. 

First, it doesn’t seem sensible to anyone who knows this country, 
this area of the country, from a national defense standpoint, to run 
Highway 6 and Highway 40 into Denver and stop the Interstate Sys- 
tem. We have not only a great industrial development in Denver, 
and now even some in Colorado Springs, and the Colorado Fuel & 
Iron Corp. at Pueblo, which in the last few years has also added a 
seamless tube mill to it, but we also have the Geneva steel mills on the 

eastern-southern side of Salt Lake City, all of which should be con- 
end! and connected by a straight and proper and good road in the 
Interstate Highway System. 

I would like to close my statement by calling attention to the resolu- 
tion clouse of a resolution adopted by the State Highway Commission 
of the State of Colorado November 29 to December i, 19! 54, being 
resolution 301-C. To save time I will read of that resolution only 
the resolution clause : 

Now, therefore, be it 


Resolwed, That the Commission requests the Colorado delegation to join in 
petitioning the Congress to amend the present law to extend the mileage limita- 
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tion in amount sufficient to permit a Colorado-Utah road as a part of the Inter- 
state System. As an alternate, it is recommended that the law be amended 
to permit the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of Commerce by joint 
agreement to add any route that they consider necessary, regardless of the 
present mileage limitation. 


That is the end of the resolution. 

Then may I say this: As Senator Millikin and Governor Johnson 
have both so well pointed out, it seems to me that whatever, and with- 
out impugning the motives at all, or the action of the gentlemen who 
did it, it seems to me that from a sheer economic development it is a 
stifling development to Colorado to be placed in this position, and that 
it places us in an unfair position economically with our sister States, 
unless we have a road on the Interstate Highway System east-west. 

I think this is fairly well brought out in the Clay report which I 
have before me and which I have studied to some extent. 

Thank you, Gentlemen, for this opportunity of making this short 
statement. I am sure that this highway over the mountains presents 
no insufferable barriers to us in Colorado. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Senator Allott. The committee appre- 
ciates your appearance and will give careful consideration to your 
views and recommendations. Do you have any questions, Senator 
Martin ? 

Senator Martin. No. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. No. Ithink that isa very good statement. 

Governor JoHnson. Senator, I wonder if the proposed bill could be 
made a part of the record? 

Senator Gore. Without objection that will be done. 


(The bill is as follows:) 


[S. 1668, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Providing for the designation of a highway across the Continental Divide as a part 
of the National System of Interstate Highways 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Commerce is hereby 
authorized and directed to designate as a part of the National System of Inter- 
state Highways established under section 7 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1944 (58 Stat. 838) a highway extending by a direct route from United States 
Highway Numbered 85-87 in Colorado westward across the Continental Divide 
and connecting with United States Highway Numbered 91 in Utah. The route 
to be followed by such highway shall be selected by joint action of the State 
highway departments of the States through which it runs after giving due con- 
sideration to any recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. The mileage of 
the highway designated under this Act shall be counted for the purpose of the 
mileage limitation on the National System of Interstate Highways. 

Sec. 2. The highway designated under the provisions of this Act may be con- 
structed, reconstructed, or improved by the use of Federal-aid road funds in 
the same manner as, and subject to the same provisions of law as may be appli- 
cable to, other highways constituting the National System of Interstate High- 


ways. 

Senator Gore. The committee is pleased to note that Congressman 
Wayne Aspinall has been for a considerable time in attendance at 
the committee hearings. 


Congressman Rogers, would you like to make a statement at this 
time! 
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STATEMENT OF HON. BYRON G. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Rocers. If I may, Mr. Chairman. As you will note the entire 
Colorado delegation is highly interested in the testimony here this 
morning. On behalf of Congressman Aspinall and myself we want 
to join in with what Governor Johnson has stated, and Senators 
Millikin and Allott, because we recognize that unless this east-west 
highway problem is solved and Colorado is not included in it, that 
there are many potentials in the State that won’t be developed. 

One thing that should be directed to the attention of the committee 
is this: As I understand it, the main purpose on these east-west high- 
ways is for military defense, and they could be used in case of 
emergency. As has previously been stated, the city of Pueblo and 
the city and county of Denver are manufacturing centers. Also, we 
have many Federal installations and military equipment and plants 
that are in this area which, in the event of an emergency would be not 
as accessible if we didn’t have this east-west road. 

So we in Colorado are highly interested, not only from our own 
standpoint, but from the national defense standpoint and _ believe 
that as we have solved the problems in the mountains it will be to the 
best interests of the national defense if this east-west highway were 
designated in this position. 

I believe Governor Johnson in his forward-looking program of 
roads in the State of Colorado, and recently in having the legislature 
to enact that toll authority to go through the mountains, is something 


that the committee should take into consideration and, if at all pos- 
sible, should make it feasible for the State of Colorado to be properly 
recognized on east-west roads. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Congressman Rogers. 

Congressman Chenoweth. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Cuenowetu. Mr. Chairman and members of he committee, I 
appreciate the courtesy you have extended to say a word. 

I want to concur in the very splendid statement made by Governor 
Johnson, so ably supported by Senators Millikin and Allott. I am 
aware of the intense interest in the State of Colorado in being in- 
cluded on an east-west highway, because I have had consider able cor- 

respondence on the subject, and I have also contacted the Bureau of 

Public Roads and have received the same reply Senator Johnson 
received, that they do not have sufficient mileage to consider that 
area. 

A committee from the Colorado State Legislature contacted me 
about a month ago. They were working on that problem at that 
time. That is when I made the contact with the Bureau, and ran 
into this dead-end street, where it was indicated that there was no 
possibility of accomplishing that end. So legislation is necessary, Mr. 
Chairman, I think, in order to have Colorado included. 

There may be a difference of opinion as to just what route the 
east-west highway should take. There is, 1 am sure, unanimous ap- 
proval of the proposal to have an east-west highway through Colorado. 
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Senator Gore. Thank you, Congressman Chenoweth. 

Governor Jounson. May I present Mr. Charles Shumate, who is 
the assistant engineer of the Colorado Highway Department, who is 
here with us? I think he might add something to the testimony. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Shumate, the committee will be plensed to 
hear you. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. SHUMATE, ASSISTANT HIGHWAY 
ENGINEER, COLORADO HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Suumarte. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to point 
out one thing that I think is significant as it relates to this particular 
problem. 

The National System of Interstate Highways, as they are now desig- 
nated, was adopted in August 1947, approximately 8 years ago. It 
is our feeling in the department that circumstances not only possible 
in our area but in other areas of the United States have changed during 
that period, which would warrant a review of the present location of 
the Interstate System toward possible changes in it throughout various 
parts of the United States. 

That is the principal point I wish to bring out, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. In addition to your view as a practical roadbuilder 
and official in the State highway department, do you not think it is 
necessary for the Bureau of Public Roads, and the Department of 
Commerce, to develop some definitive standards by which these routes 
will be designated interstate routes, particularly in view of the fact 
that all indications are that the Federal share of the cost of the 
interstate highways will be increased ? 

Mr. Suumatr. [ think it would be very desirable. 

Senator Gort. Thank you, Mr. Shumate. 

Senator Watkins? 

Senator Atvorr. Mr. Chairman, while Senator Watkins is sitting 
down, could I call the committee’s attention to one interesting thing 
which I forgot to mention ? 

The city of Pueblo which has not only large steel manufacturing 
but also one of the large piston plants in the United States, it will 
be noted that to get to one of the east and west Interstate Highways 
from Pueblo would require a trip in round numbers of 375 miles to 
the south to Albuquerque, or about 225 miles to the north to Cheyenne 
or Laramie. 

Senator Gore. I take it, however, that to a Coloradan that would 
be no obstacle at all. 

Senator Atiorr. The point that I wanted to make, Senator, is that 
we are so isolated by virture of the present system as set up, that we 
are at a minimum—Pueblo, for instance, is at a minimum 225 miles 
off of an Interstate Highway System. That isn’t any problem with 
us, but we would rather have a better one. 

Senator Gore. Senator Watkins ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Senator Warxins. Gentlemen, I arrived home late last evening. I 
obviously haven’t had an opportunity to prepare a formal statement. 
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As a member of this committee for a number of years and also as a 
member of the Subcommittee on Highways I had an opportunity to 
study this whole program of Federal highways and the trunklines 
across the country. 

I realize that a great deal of construction must be done in the im 
mediate future if we are going to put this country in a position to 
handle its defense problems in the event of an all-out attack upon 
us. 

I realize that nearly every case that comes before the Congress has 
a defense angle, at least the sponsors think it does. 

I want to assure you that at least in this case we certainly would 
need these highways all across the country to evacuate the people and 
to transport troops, because all the railways can’t handle them as rapid 
ly as we will need if we ever have an all-out attack on this country. 

With reference to the immediate matter to be considered here this 
morning, that is a highway between Denver and Salt Lake City, that 
as been needed for a long time. We have a Federal-aid highway, it 
is true, but as Senator Bennett indicated this morning in his statement, 
it is not a highway that could handle a great deal of traffic and handle 
it rapidly. 

I have lived in the area between Denver and Salt Lake City and I 
know how necessary it is to even get into that section. 

Senator Gore. Can you give us an estimate, Senator Watkins, of 
the traffic load through the area presently? Of course I realize that 
with an adequate road the traffic would be greatly increased. I am 
inquiring, however, as to the present traffic load. 

Senator Warkrys. I couldn't give that because I don’t have that at 
hand. We have here the chairman of the Utah State Highway Com 
mission who may be able to furnish those figures. 

Senator Gore. He is going to appear next. 

Senator Warkins. I want to say that I endorse what has been said 
by my colleague, Senator Bennett. I am sorry I didn’t get to hear 
all that Senator Johnson said and the other members of the delega- 
tions, but I am sure that I am in full accord with them in their state- 
ment with respect to the need of this highway, and of course their 
whole general program over the whole United States. 

Senator Gore. Senator Johnson has a way of getting both Demo- 
crats and Republicans in full accord with whatever he says. 

Senator Warktns. He is a very persuasive gentleman, as you know, 
and usually very sound in his approach, and very practical. 

Senator Gore. I thought his testimony earlier in this hearing was 
very sound. 

Senator Warkins. He lived at one time almost in Utah. He was 
on the western slope of Colorado, near my home at Vernal, Utah. I 
think he probably realizes the need for highways from his past ex- 
perience in that area. 

For many years we didn’t have adequate highways of any kind to 
take care of the needs of that great area known as the Iona Basin. 
The Senator’s home was at Craig, Colo., and that is at the eastern edge, 
as we think, of the basin. 

We know at first hand the problems faced there between Denver 
and Salt Lake City. At one time a railroad was proposed between 
Denver and Salt Lake City and a great deal of money was spent. In 
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fact a tunnel was drilled under James Peak. I think one of the pur- 
poses was for a railroad at that time, the so-called Moffat Railroad. 
That never materialized, but the Denver & Rio Grande Railway finally 
took over that railroad and now runs one of its lines through that 
tunnel. 

There was always a need there for many many years, ever since I 
was a lad there. As a budding newspaperman at one time I remember 
I beat the drums for an east-west highway, rail transportation, or a 
highway system that would take care of the traffic between those two 
places. 

Whatever they have said here I am sure has been said in the right 
way and should be persuasive with this committee. 

Senator Gorr. Thank you, Senator Watkins. 

Do you have any concluding thoughts, Governor Johnson ? 

Governor JoHnson. I hope to hear Mr. Corleisson, representing the 
Utah Highway Department. 

Senator Gore. He will be called next. 

The committee apreciates your appearance and the appearance of 
your colleagues who are interested in this project. 

Governor Jounson. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. The committee will next hear Mr. H. J. Corleisson, 
chairman, Utah Road Commission. 

Senator Warkins. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. 
Corleisson as the chairman of the State highway commission, a resi- 
dent of my own county and the county seat where I lived and practiced 
law for many years and also was a judge of the court. He is one of 
our very fine citizens, independent of his activities as State highway 
chairman. Iam sure he will have something interesting for you. 

Senator Gore. Thank you for that good introduction. 

The committee will now be pleased to hear Mr, Corleisson. 


STATEMENT OF H. J. CORLEISSON, CHAIRMAN, UTAH ROAD 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Corteisson. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, there 
is very little, perhaps, that I could say because the case of the Inter- 
state Highway proposed link between Salt Lake City and Denver has 
been so ‘ably presented by Governor Johnson and the congressional 
delegations of both Utah and Colorado. However, perhaps I could 
reiterate or add to some of the statements made to stress the need for 
such a highway. 

I have a prepared statement that, with your permission, I will read, 
and then I would like to elaborate on it somewhat. 

It is a well- known fact that one of the basic justifications for the 
selection of the Interstate System and the decision for its construc- 
tion to such high design standards is the strategic role that this 
system would play in national defense and, as a corollary, in civilian 
defense. 

One glance at the map of the Interstate System shows that through 
the Rocky Mountains, one of the major national barriers to east-west 
transportation, there exists at the present time only three routes—one 
from Butte to Billings Mont., one from Salt Lake to Cheyenne, Wyo., 
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and the other from Barstow to Albuquerque, N. Mex.—through this 
area, the very nature of which, in case of national emergency, would 
make the selection of suitable alternate routes with the high’ volumes 
and heavy loads extremely difficult to find. 

At the present time there is only one, and that. is an indirect route 
between these two largest cities in the intermountain area— Denver 
and Salt Lake. It is a well-known fact that it does not require enemy 
action to close that portion of the route through Wyoming designated 
as U. S. 30, between Salt Lake and Rock Springs, subject to severe 
storms and extremely low winter temperatures. 

Not too many years ago both railroad and highway facilities were 
closed in this area by severe storms. Only last week highway trans- 
portation was severely handicapped by blizzards. 

It appears only logical that at least one more connecting link in 
this highly important system should be developed through the largest 
area in the United States not traversed by such a route. Defense in 
depth of any attack on the west coast or through Mexico and Canada 
would revolve around these two cities. 

Any major evacuation of civilians on the west coast, especially from 
a northerly and central area, would from necessity of facilities pass 
through these two points. The present interstate route between Den- 
ver and Salt Lake is 545 miles by a circuitous route. ‘Two alternates 
are available for consideration for an additional connecting link, one 
521 miles in length and the other 557 miles in length. 

We in Utah do not particularly propose any specific route. We feel 
that it should be determined by engineering standards and economics 
involved. 

The basic need for the interstate standards of highways is for the 
present and potential traffic. The potential traffic through this par- 
ticular area in question is extremely—is an extreme—much more than 
it is now or could possibly have been projected in the immediate past. 

The development of the Colorado Plateau, which extends far into 
Utah, has necessitated Utah spending many hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in the development of the trunk line roads because of the 
uranium access roads. These uranium access roads that were men- 
tioned a while ago are only to the mines and to the buying stations 
and the impact on our secondary system in that area on our roads has 
been such that it has been necessary for us to construct such roads 
at much higher standards. 

The reason for the designation of the present Interstate System in 
a circuitous route is easily discernible in that much testimony was 
presented as to going around mountains instead of through them. 
But the development of heavy construction machinery and the avail- 
ability of funds in the last few years has changed the picture con- 
siderably. 

I heartily endorse the attitude of one gentleman who testified just a 
minute ago that the Bureau of Public Roads should be required to re- 
view the designation of the present Interstate System with the thought 
in mind that economic and defense needs are changed consider rably 
since the designation. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Commissioner, could you give us an estimate 
of the present tr affic on the primary system between Denver and Salt 


Lake City? 
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Mr. Corueissen. Last year we had an average of 1,750 cars per 
day, particularly on U. S. 40. 

Senator Gore. At what point? 

Mr. Cortetssen. That was at Heber City, just immediately east of 
Heber City, which would mean that they were going all the way 
through to the Strawberry Basin or to Colorado, 

Senator Gore. Would you be in a position to advise the committee 
as to how this would compare with the through traffic on other routes 
presently designated “interstate” 

Mr. Cor.etssEN. Would you state that again, Senator ¢ 

Senator Gore. Would you be able to advise us how this amount of 
traffic would compare with the amount of through traffic on interstate 
routes in other parts of the country 4 

Mr. Cortetssen. In that particular part, as I recall it, there are 
approximately 2,400 cars a 8 at Echo Junction, U.S. 30-S, on the 
present system. That is where that ends, too, as far as going into 
northern Utah, as against 1,750 on U.S. 40. Because it is more direct 
I believe that this designation of interstate route if built up to the 
standard, in the event a direct line between Salt Lake City and Denver 
were to be constructed at the interstate standards, that it would sur- 
pass the present designated highways. Is that what you have in mind ¢ 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Governor Jounson. Mr. Chairman, may I inject a thought ? 

Senator Gore. Governor Johnson. 

Governor Jounson. At the present time our highways go over the 
top of the mountains and still we have 1,750 cars a day. If we had 
a tunnel and a water grade I am sure that Mr. Corleisson would be 
correct in his estimate that we would greatly surpass Highway 30 in 
the amount of traffic. Highway 40, that he is talking about, crosses 
not 1 but 2 high passes—Rabbit Ear Pass and Berthoud Pass, both of 
them very high passes. Still we had that large amount of traffic on 
Highway 40. 

Senator Gore. Commissioner Corleisson, you have made a fine 
appearance and the committee appreciates your contribution. 

Do you have a question, Senator Case ? 

Senator Case. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Watkins? 

Senator Warkins. I have an observation with respect to the pro- 
gram across the area just mentioned. There is now pending before 
the Congress—and we hope the bill will be passed at this session—a 
proposal for the development of areas in Colorado and in Utah by 
reason of reclamation and the power development, which will make 
this area much more necessary from the standpoint of defense and 
also will bring in many thousands of people to live. It will make it 
possible, for instance, in Utah alone, to double the population of that 
State and furnish opportunities, jobs, water supply, power, and every- 
thing that is needed in a program of that type. 

If that development goes through, and it is the last water resource 
we have and one of the last that Colorado has, Wyoming and New 
Mexico— 
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Senator Gore. One of the last remaining large ones in the country, 
is it not f 

Senator Warkins. That is right. If that measure is passed in the 
Congress this session there will be immediate need for the transporta- 
tion of large quantities of material into the area where these dams and 


big reservoirs will be built, and an immediate increase in population 
will take place. 

Water that is taken out to be used for irrigation and other purposes 
over the next 10 or 15 years will increase the need for highways tre- 
mendously. Most of those supplies will come either from the East 
or the West and great quantities of them will have to be transported 
by trucks. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Senator Watkins. 

The following letters will be made a part of the record: A letter to 
Senator Thye dated February 28, 1955, fot Keith W. Vogt, secretary- 
treasurer. Minnesota Telephone Association, Inc., St. Paul, Minn. 

A letter to the Committee on Public Works dated April 8, 1955, from 
(;us Norwood, executive secretary, Northwest Public Power Associa- 
tion, Inc., Vancouver, Wash. 

A statement of Mr. S. M. Barr, vice president of plant and engineer- 
ing, the Western Union, which was submitted to the subcommittee as 
an attachment to a letter dated April 12, 1955, signed by K. W. Heber- 
ton, vice president of the Western Union Telegraph Co., Washing- 
ton, D.C. 

(The letters are as follows:) 


MINNESOTA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION, INC., 
St. Paul 2, Minn., February 28, 1955 
Hon. Epwarp J. THYE, 
United States Senator from Minnesota, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Deak SENATOR THYE: It is our understanding that this week S. 5184 comes up 
for hearing before the Senate committee which is considering legislation under 
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1954. In fact S. 3184 is the Federal Aid High- 
way Act of 1954 which deals with relief of costs to utilities in connection with 
Federal-aid highway improvement projects and the necessary relocation of 
utility distribution lines. 

In 1952 bills were introduced in the 82d Congress at the request of publicly 
owned utilities, which would have provided for reimbursement of utilities for 
costs of relocation of facilities caused by Federal-aid highway projects. During 
the 83d Congress privately owned utilities joined the publicly owned utilities 
in seeking reimbursement of these relocation costs. In order to obtain an esti- 
mate of the amount of the costs being borne by utilities a study was made in 
1953 in 12 States under the auspices of the National Association of Railroad 
and Utilities Commissioners and the results of this study submitted to the Con- 
gress. This information, while helpful, was not believed to be adequate and, 
in an act to amend and supplement the Federal Aid Road Act (Public Law 350 
approved May 6, 1954) the Congress directed the Secretary of Commerce to make 
a more complete study of the problems posed by necessary relocation and recon- 
struction of public utilities services resulting from improvements authorized 
under the Federal Aid Highway Act. 

Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks directed the Bureau of Public Roads 
to make this study. The Commissioner of Public Roads called a meeting on 
August 20, 1954, of representatives of the various affected utilities and re- 
quested their cooperation in obtaining data as to costs incurred by the utilities 
as a result of certain highway projects. All utilities agreed to assist and to 
form a committee in each of the 48 States and the District of Columbia to 
compile the data to be furnished on the questionnaire forms prepared by the 
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Bureau of Public Roads. Representatives of all classes of utilities present at 
the meeting on August 20, 1954, met and formed a National Steering Committee to 
arrange for the gathering of this data. 

The survey for the State of Minnesota was sent to Secretary of Commerce 
Weeks on November 2, 1954. 

We urgently make the following points : 

1. As you are aware, the relocation of utility plant and facilities to accommo- 
date construction and improvement of Federal-aid highways has presented a 
serious problem to all utilities for the past several years. 

2. With the anticipated expansion of the Federal-aid program, it is expected 
that this problem will become more acute in the immediate future years. 

3. Secretary of Commerce Weeks was required by Public Law 350 to make his 
report by February 1, 1955. 

4. During October 1954, 185 sets of questionnaires were sent to Minnesota 
independent telephone companies. Northwestern Bell made its own separate 
survey which synchronized with our study. 

5. Some telephone companies had as many as five road moves during the period 
of time under survey. 

6. In Minnesota, 69 independent telephone companies had an aggregate road- 
moving cost of $130,360. 

It is absolutely necessary that all telephone companies be given favorable 
consideration for a fair recovery of these road-move costs which come along as 
a result of Federal-aid highway improvement programs. 

The constant attrition on telephone net earnings caused by constantly in- 
creasing operating costs, primarily through wages and taxes, makes it neces- 
sary that real and prompt relief be made to all telephone companies, including 
the Bell companies, if they are to be operated properly in a solvent condition 
to meet public convenience and necessity. 

We urge you to do everything possible on S. 3184 to accomplish this objective. 
Your efforts and your results will be made known throughout the great State 
of Minnesota. 

Respectfully yours, 
Kern W. Voart, Secretary-Treasurer. 


NORTHWEST PuBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Vancouver, Wash., April 8, 1955. 
To: Committee on Public Works. 
Subject : Reimbursement for moving electric lines incident to highway relocation. 


GENTLEMEN : The Northwest Public Power Association composed of 97 electric 
systems serving 1,750,000 people in Alaska, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Mon- 
tana favors legislation providing for reimbursement for moving utility facilities 
incident to highway relocation. 

The association’s resolution of November 20, 1953, reads, “to urge that where 
any electric pole line must be relocated incident to highway construction or relo- 
cation, the highway construction agency be required to pay all utility relocation 
costs.” 

Sound utility practice and regulation warrants a fair rate of return upon net 
utility plant investment. 

Any artificial inflation of the rate base is repugnant to the welfare of utility 
consumers. When a utility must move its facilities incident to highway reloca- 
tion, it should be fully reimbursed so the utility will be made whole. If the 
utility is not reimbursed, then the rate base is artificially inflated to the detri- 
ment of the consumers. 

For public and cooperative systems where rates are based on direct costs there 
is a similarly direct impact upon the ultimate consumer of electricity. He in 
effect pays a highway tax as part of his electric bill unless the utility is fully 
reimbursed for moving utility facilities. 

We also endorse the principles in the Collier-Burns Highway Act of 1947 of 
California whereby (1) a highway is regarded as a utility, (2) highway right-of- 
way is regarded as a multiple-purpose right-of-way available for all utilities, 
and (3) full reimbursement is provided for moving utilities incident to highway 
relocation. 

Sincerely, 
NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
Gus Norwoop, Hzecutive Secretary. 
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THe WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH Co., 
Washington 4, D. C., April 12, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I shall appreciate having the attached statement of Mr. 
S. M. Barr, vice president of plant and engineering, incorporated into the record 
of the hearings on the subject of costs to utilities when relocating facilities along 
Federal-aid highway projects. 

Very truly yours, 
K. W. HEBERTON. 


STATEMENT OF VIEWS OF §. M. Barr, VICE PRESIDENT, THE WESTERN UNION TELE- 
GRAPH Co., PLANT AND ENGINEERING, CONCERNING Costs To UTILITIES WHEN 
RELOCATING FACILITIES ALONG FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROJECTS 


The relocation of utility plant and facilities as a result of the construction or 
reconstruction of highways in connection with improvements to the Federal-aid 
system of roads has become a source of considerable expense and concern to 
utilities. It is reasonable to conclude that the expenses incurred for relocation 
purposes will be greater in future years because of increased activity in con- 
nection with the Federal-aid highway program. These relocation costs are 
inequitable and unfair to the users of utility services who ultimately must 
bear them. 

“The Federal-Aid Highway Act does not specifically provide for the payment 
from Federal funds or any part of the cost of relocating the facilities of utilities 
other than railroads which are located within highway rights of way and which 
are required to be relocated to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects. 
Moreover, it has been the practice of the Bureau of Public Roads not to permit 
reimbursement to nonrailroad utilities of any relocation costs in such cases 
unless the State authorities determine that the nonrailroad utilities are relieved 
of the obligation under State law. 

During the 82d Congress, two identical bills, S. 2585 and H. R. 6697 were 
introduced to resolve this problem. These measures would authorize payment 
from Federal funds of the cost of relocating facilities of nonrailroad utilities, 
whether municipally, publicly or privately owned, where such relocation is re- 
quired in connection with Federal-aid highway projects. Such legislation would 
give nonrailroad utilities equality of treatment with that accorded railroads 
under existing law. 

The use of Federal funds for Federal-aid highway purposes is primarily justi- 
fied on the theory that these highways are constructed in the interest of national 
defense and interstate commerce for the benefit of the general public. The 
funds thus expended are derived from general taxes. The nonrailroad utility 
pays its share of these taxes, but the public ultimately pays costs incurred for 
the relocation of the utility’s facilities through the rates charged for the service 
by the utility. Thus, the nonrailroad utility user is required to make a double 
contribution toward the cost of Federal aid highway construction once in general 
taxes and again in rates charged by the utility. This inequity appears more 
acute when it is recognized that the utility user receives no more benefit from 
the Federal-aid highway projects than any other user of the highways. 

Accordingly, I should like to strongly recommend that this committee eliminate 
the discrimination against nonrailroad utilities and users of their services and 
provide necessary reimbursement for all utilities having facilities affected by such 
Federal projects. 


Senator Gore. The next witness is Mr. E. C. Yokley, Nashville, 
Tenn. 
_ The committee will be adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morn- 
ing. 
We will hear you tomorrow afternoon at 2, Mr. Yokley. 
(Thereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at 10 a.m. Thursday, April 14, 1955.) 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 1955 


Unrrep Srates Senate, 
ComMiItTree oN Pusniic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:17 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Present : Senators Gore.(presiding), McNamara, Martin, Case, and 
Bush. 

Also present: Senator Hruska. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 

The first witness is Mr. Francis V. du Pont, Special Consultant to 
the Secretary of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS V. DU PONT, SPECIAL CONSULTANT TO 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


Senator Gore. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I have a brief analysis of the bill, which is prepared. 
I will be glad to have 2 or 3 copies distributed. 

Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I have been asked to evaluate and com- 
ment on 8. 1573. This bill, as you know, was introduced by Senator 
Francis Case, a member of this committee, who will I hope correct 
any misinterpretation on my part. This bill has some provisions 
similar to those in the present legislation. There are also some new 
»rovisions which had not formerly existed which would bring the 
Jepartment of Commerce into new fields of responsibility and 
financing. 

It would seem desirable to compare the grants proposed under S. 
1573 to those that prevail under existing legislation and other bills 
which have been introduced. To this end there has been prepared a 
separate sheet setting forth this information, and which I tender 
herewith. 

I should like to point out at this point that S. 1573 becomes effective 
with the fiscal year that ends on June 30, 1957, and continues for a 
period of 10 years thereafter. The 1954 Federal Highway Act con- 
tinues for a period of 2 years. 

I shall now endeavor to set forth the major points covered in S. 1573 
as contrasted to the present highway act, as well as those provisions 
which are not included in the present act. 

Reference to the above-mentioned table of authorizations indicates 
an increase in all categories of Federal highway aid as compared to 
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the present act. The greatest increases occur in the interstate and 
secondary systems. The total direct grants under S. 1573 would 
amount to $1,800 million per annum. The present act authorizes ex- 
penditures of $966 million or approximately the revenue produced by 
the tax on motor-vehicle fuels. Under S. 1573 it is quite obvious that 
the increased grants would encroach further on the general fund, as 
the receipts from motor vehicle fuel revenues would not equal the 
expenditures until about 1973. 

Senator Case. Mr, Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I want to proceed in any way you desire. 

Senator Gore. You may suit yourself. 

Senator Case. On this particular point we might save time. First 
I would like to go back to the effective date of the proposal. We are 
presently in fiscal year 1956. Some of the legislatures have ad- 
journed. My thought was that for them, since we are presently in 
1956 and considering engineering problems and so forth, that if we 
were to start a new basis for apportionment, on any of the proposals, 
that it could well start with the first of the-next fiscal year. 

Mr. pv Pon'r. That is well timed. 

Senator Case. Rather than create reapportionment in the middle 
of this year. 

Senator Gore. That point was raised as an objection to S. 1048. 

Senator Case. You could adjust that. With respect to any legis- 
lation it seems to me we could start out at the beginning of the next 
fiscal year, and that that would not require special sessions of the 
legislatures because under any proposals the funds or apportionments 
are available for 2 years, are they not? 

Mr. pu Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. So they could pick up an increase, if there were an 
increase, in the second year, the legislatures generally meeting bien- 
nially. So that would be a practical date with regard to any legisla- 
tion. 

With regard to the amount and whether or not it would encroach on 
the general fund, obviously if there is no provision for direct applica- 
tion some levy or some other funds, any authorization for appro- 
priations comes from the general fund. 

The figure of $1,800 million suggested itself by thinking in terms 
of a 30-year return on the gasoline tax and oils. I think either in 
the Clay report, or some comment on it, I had noticed that the esti- 
mates had varied from 51.8 billion dollars to 54 or 55 billion dollars. 
I have seen various estimates. For convenience I took $54 billion as 
the prospective total receipts over a 30-year period. 

If you had a balanced completion of all systems, the secondary, 
primary, and interstate and urban, and take one-thirtieth of $54 
billion would give you $1,800 million. That, in effect, is capitalizing 
the returns from a 30-year period, overlooking the interest factor, but 
capitalizing them on a 30-year period, the same principle that is fol- 
lowed in amortizing flood-control projects. 

In flood-control projects the Army engineers make a survey and 
measure the prospective benefits against the costs and establish what 
is called a BC ratio—benefit cost ratio. 

If the cost of a prospective flood-control project over a period of 
25 years is equal to the benefits in prevention of damages or other 
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benefits, the engineers report it as a feasible project; if it has a ratio of 
1 to l. 

Many flood-control projects of course have a better BC ratio than 
that. My thought is that if that is a sound principle for flood-control 
projects we might think of applying it to the highway problem of 
capitalizing the prospective revenues, or an amount equivalent to the 
yrospective revenues, and applying it to annual satya, ga 8g for 
highieenm That was the basis of the $1,800 million and why it was 
not thought of as an encroachment on the general fund. To be sure 
the money would come from the general funds of the Treasury. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case, do you not think that the sentence 
at the top of the page, in which he assumes that any expenditure of 
nonrevenue from the fuel-oil tax is an enroachment on the general 
fund, is erroneously based upon the presumption that there is a am 
between funds available for highway construction and the revenue 
from the fuel-oil tax, because the Congress specifically rejected such a 
linkage ? 

Senator Case. In that sense it is true that there is no enroachment 
on the general fund if you just accept the idea that highway appro- 
priations come from the general fund. 

Senator Gore. All the revenue from that source does go into the 
general fund. 

Mr. pu Pornt. There is no question about that, sir. 

Senator Case. It is simply using that as a measurement or yard- 
stick. 

Mr. pu Pont. The reason I bring it out as a yardstick, last year 
was the first year that the appropriations approximated the gasoline 
revenue. That is the first time that has been true. 

Senator Gorr. Obviously the appropriations must exceed the 
revenue from that source in the next several years if we are to modern- 
ize our highway system. There was a time when the advocates of bet- 
ter highways thought they saw an advantage in linkage. The time 
has now come when the advantage has disappeared and becomes a 
disadvantage. 

Mr. pu Pont. I think that is self-evident in view of the deficiencies. 

Senator Case. Just one further observation, if the chairman will 
permit me. My thought is that the interest factor might be regarded 
as a contribution even if you want to think in terms of measurement— 
the interest factor might be regarded as an appropriate contribution 
from the general funds because of the contribution to general welfare. 

The country as a whole could well afford to advance funds, so to 
speak, for highway construction in view of the construction to safety, 
~ general well-being, promotion of commerce, and promotion of 
industry. 

Mr. a Pont. The apportionment formula of the several funds to 
the States and Territories remains the same in the bill under discus- 
sion as in the 1954 act except in the case of the interstate funds. In 
the case of the interstate funds there is no change in the existing 
formula for a period of 5 years, after which the interstate funds 
would be apportioned among the several States in accordance with 
the ratio which the cost of completing the uncompleted portion of the 
National System of Interstate Highways in such States bears to the 
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cost of completing the uncompleted portion of the entire National 
System of Interstate Highways. 

That is taken right out of the act. 

I should like to suggest the desirability of reducing the period under 
which the present formula prevails to a period of 2 or 3 years instead 
of the specified 5 years. 

The matching basis for all funds remains the same as now prevails 
with the exception of interstate funds which currently are matched 
on a 60-40 basis. Under the act under consideration the matching 
basis is increased to 90-10. Furthermore, the latitude for the trans- 
fer of funds from one system to another has been increased from 10 to 
20 percent. This transfer of funds does not apply to interstate funds. 

I should like to suggest that consideration be given to a further 
increase in the transferability of funds. The American Association 
of State Highway Officials has recommended that 25 percent of the 
funds in any one category, exclusive of interstate funds, be transfer- 
able. It is believed that this greater latitude is particularly desirable 
in view of the substantial increase in the secondary fund allocation 
and also because of the great variation in the needs as between one 
category of highways and another category of highways in a given 
State. It might be desirable to limit this transfer authority from a 
lower category to a higher category. This would preclude the trans- 
fer of primary allocations to the secondary category. 

Provision is included in the bill whereunder the Secretary of Com- 
merce is directed to designate as promptly as possible in cooperation 
with the States the unallocated mileage of the Interstate System of 
40,000 miles as provided in the 1944 Highway Act. Provision is also 
made for the inclusion in the Interstate System of existing toll facili- 
ties. The prompt allocation of this mileage as feeders and distribut- 
ing routes is highly desirable. 

he bill provides for the development and adoption of standards to 
be employed in the construction of interstate highways. These stand- 
ards are to be developed in conference with the Department of Defense 
and the Federal Civil Defense Administration. It might be desirable 
at the outset to divide the primary system into two categories. Those 
segments of the Interstate System that were allocated to the first. cate- 
gory would be the sections to be completed first and given the highest 
priority. The improvement of those highways in the second category 
would be undertaken after those in the first category were completed. 

I am thinking there particularly of the civil defense angle. 

The establishment by Congress of specific standards is highly de- 
sirable; in fact, mandatory if we are to have an Interstate System of 
highways. It is not believed possible to build such a system without 
these guidelines and requirements. I venture the opinion that it 
would be preferable to eliminate the Interstate System of highways 
in the absence of such standards and merely increase the grants to 
the primary system. 

Senator Casr. Does S. 1160 set forth the specific guidelines and re- 
quirements that you have in mind? 

Mr. pu Pont. It does in that it refers to the conference with the De- 
fense Department and the Association of State Highway Officials. 

Senator Gore. How does that delineate standards? 

Mr. pu Pont. That determines the standards to be used on the 
interstate system, the geometrics and that sort of thing. 
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An entirely new concept is included in the creation of the National 
Interstate Wickwar Right-of-Way Corporation as provided for in 
S. 1573. This Corporation would be created under the Government 
Corporation Contro] Act and have a Board of Directors consisting of 
the Secretary of Commerce, who would be the chairman, and the Sec- 
retaries of Treasury, Defense, Interior, and Agriculture serving as the 
other members. There is also a provision for an Executive Secretary. 
The Corporation would have two major functions. 

The chief function of the Corporation would be to acquire rights-of- 
way when requested by a State highway department and when such 
a request was accompanied by an agreement to pay 10 percent of the 
cost of such acquisition. I consider the language in S. 1160 covering 
the acquisition of rights-of-way by the Federal Government prefer- 
able as I believe it would tend to hold down right-of-way costs. 

Senator Case. Would you point out there why you think it would? 

Mr. pu Pont. In the 8. 1160 act the State agrees to pay amounts 
in excess of 10 percent for the cost of acquisition. 

Senator Case. Excess of 10 percent of what? 

Mr. pu Pont. It is contemplated that before acquiring a property 
it would be evaluated and the State would pay any amount in excess 
of the estimated cost which would be divided on a 90-10 basis. 

Senator Case. Who would make that estimate of cost? 

Mr. pu Pont. The estimate would be made by the State highway 
department presumably, one of their representatives, their right-of- 
way man, together with a representative of the Bureau of ‘Public 
Roads, and possibly if they could not get together they would have 
a third. 

Senator CasE. That could be self-defeating if they put the estimate 
high so as to protect them against anything over 10 percent. 

Mr. pu Pont. The theory is this: In many instances when the Gov- 
ernment is involved in condemnation suits the awards are higher than 
otherwise. In this way we felt that having the State bear the excess 
cost over an agree-to price would put the State in for a greater amount 
and therefore greater concern. 

Senator Case. Frankly, the suggestion of the 10 percent, with the 
thought that any award jury would know that at least 10 percent of 
whatever the award was would fall on the State, to that extent would 
tend to develop some tender feelings with regard to the State even 
if they didn’t feel that with respect to the Federal Government. 

Mr. pu Pont. It is suggested and I think it might be well considered 
in the final legislation. 

Senator Gore. I rode last night on a highway from the airport to 
Easton, Pa., a very modern four-lane limited-access highway. F think 
it was completed only a year ago. You may be familiar with that. 

Mr. pv Pont. I do not happen to know that one, sir. 

Senator Gore. I wondered how those rights-of-way were acquired. 
Was it with great difficulty? Do we need a change in the present law 
in order to make it easier to acquire rights-of-way ? 

Mr. pu Pont. In Pennsylvania they have limited-access legislation, 
so this would not be a problem. 

Senator Gore. They do have in my State, now. I think in most 
States since the last legislatures met. 
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Mr. pu Pont. Thirty-six. States I believe have limited access in 
varying degrees. I would say that half of the 36 have complete lim- 
ited-access legislation. The others vary. 

Senator Gore. Is it your feeling that we need Federal legislation 
to acquire limited-access rights-of-way, or do we need that authority 
for other reasons? 

Mr. Du Pont. I know of no way you could acquire limited access in 
those States that do not have limited-access legislation, 

Senator Gore. Do you prefer the provisions of S. 1160 or Senator 
Case’s bill with respect to acquisition of rights-of-way ? 

Mr, pu Pont. Insofar as procedure is concerned I think they are 
an the same, other than this one point. In the case of the 
S. 1160, the Federal Government would acquire the right-of-way and 
then merely retain a strip on either side, turning over the center part 
to the State on a lease. 

Senator Gore. That is under S. 1160? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes. In Senator Case’s bill, as I understand it, the 
Corporation retains the right-of-way indefinitely and can lease it to 
utilities or for other purposes of revenue. 

Senator Gorr. Or they could lease it for $1 a year or such fee to the 
State highway department, if necessary or desirable? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes. Under S. 1160 the theory was to lease it, all 
except the outside strip, to the State, for $1 a year or indefinitely. 

Senator Gore. Under Senator Case’s bill that would be possible if 
the ane of Public Roads and the State highway departments de- 
sired it. 

Mr. pu Pont. I see nothing to prevent it other than it is provided in 
Senator Case’s bill that it would retain title and could lease the land 
for utilities, pipelines, and that sort of thing. If you turned it over 
to the State you could not do that. 

Senator Gore. As I read his bill, the Federal Corporation could 
retain title, but it would not be precluded in any way from leasing any 
part or all of the right-of-way to the States, or to private utilities, 

Mr. pu Pont. I do not think there is any preclusion, but as I under- 
stood it, it was to retain the title and lease for a consideration. 

Senator Gore. Retaining title and lease for use is something else. 
As I understand it, Senator Case, your bill would provide sufficient 
latitude to make leases to State highway departments coupled with 
maintenance agreements and what not. 

Senator Case. Certainly that was the intent. I might say that 
the reason or the concept of an Interstate Right-of-Way Corporation 
actually proceeded from a remark which Mr. du Pont once made to me. 
He said one of the important things, I should not say the important 
thing, one of the important things with respect to the concept of an 
Interstate System of highways was the acquisition of the rights-of- 
way before you had priced them out of sight. 

nce you indicated designation for an interstate route the national 
tendency will be for people to speculate or to encroach along that 
right-of-way for the purpose of getting favorable business locations 
or something of that sort, and possibly pick up the right-of-way itself 
and make it cost the Government more. 

I was trying to find some way in which we could get these rights-of- 
way and protect the governments, both State and Federal, against 
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someone bidding up the price of the land it needed to have. That was 
No. 1. No. 2, having acquired some of this land in advance of the 
construction date, that there should be some way in which that land 
could be utilized for whatever was an appropriate thing during that 
interim period. 

Consequently the provision for leasing for agricultural purposes if 
you so desired. Also to permit the planning of utility lines. 

I thought, for instance, of the Big Inch when it came up from Texas. 
If, instead of dealing with the multitude of private landowners all 
along the way, it could select a route that wauld be on the line of the 
right-of-way acquired by the Interstate Highway Corporation, it 
could go there and lease the right to lay its utility lines, telephone 
cables, or gas lines or what not, in a part of the right-of-way, and it 
could be sure then of not being disturbed in any future period. 

Further than that, in talking with Mr. Ferry, the Assistant Secre- 
tary in the Air Force, he at times has expressed a hope that there might 
be provisions for emergency landing fields. While that would be 
something that would have to be worked out, it was thought that the 
board if directors, where the Secretary of Defense was ‘represented, 
could, at appropriate places in the right-of-way, provide for emer- 
gency landing strips that could be rented for that purpose or leased 
for that purpose, and, as the chairman has correctly pointed out, that 
the use of the portion of the right-of-way desired for the road itself 
could be leased to the State highway commission. 

It was with those several objectives in view that the right of way 
corporation was suggested. 

Senator Gore. Mr. du Pont, is there any basic reason why this prob- 
lem of right-of-way acquisition could not be handled by the Burean of 
Roads? Is there any basic reason why the Congress could not confer 
upon the Bureau of Roads, of the Department of Commerce, the au- 
thority for such acquisition as Senator Case proposed ? 

What I am getting at is this: Is it necessary to create a Federal 
corporation in order to have Federal acquisition of rights-of-way ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. Senator Gore, it is not. As a matter of fact, the 
Congress has already delegated to the Department of Commerce 
the right to acquire rights-of-way in the case of access roads to mili- 
tary installations and things of that nature. But it is limited. 

Senator Gore. Did Congress appropriate money specifically for 
that items or was it a none sum ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. It was a lump sum in the access roads appropriation. ° 
They were permitted and still are permitted to do that on those par- 
james roads. 

Senator Gore. Did not the Department of Commerce acquire rights- 
of-way under the authority ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I believe there are some instances where they did. 

Senator Gore. Would you give the committee a memorandum on 
the instances in which the Department of Commerce has done that ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I will be glad to do that. 

(The information requested was submitted at a later date.) 

Senator Gore. Were those limited accesses in any case? 

Mr. pu Pont. No; they were not. In most instances you create an 
entirely new airfield or a new plant of some type, and in order to expe- 
dite the construction of the facility they were given the right to acquire 
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eee roads which in some instances are on the primary system 
and not interstate. 

Senator Gore. Was there any limitation in the authority so granted 
to prevent the acquisition of limited access? 

{r.pu Pont. I really do not know. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush, we are just asking questions infor- 
mally to get the best contribution we can of Mr. du Pont’s testimony, 
so feel free to ask questions at any time. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I would agree that the Bureau of Public Roads could 
acquire the rights-of-way and see no objection to that unless we run 
into the administrative problem. Through many years of associa- 
tion with the chairman when we dealt with the Tennessee Valley 
Authority in the independent offices bill, I became convinced that 
there is a useful function to be performed by authorities and Govern- 
ment corporations as such. 

It seems to me that it might be a little difficult for the Bureau of 
Public Roads to become an administrative operating agency in the 
sense of operating a right-of-way if you include the function of 
operating some toll bridges or tunnels or if you go into the leasing of 
eT the rights-of-way for utilities such as I had previously 
suggested. 

he thought of the Corporation, you could call it an interstate right- 
of-way authority, of course it was set up on a Federal level with what 
you have in your turnpike authorities or your other types of Govern- 
ment corporations. 

That was why, of course, I suggested it should go under the Govern- 
ment Corporation Control Act so it would be subject to those provi- 
sions, and proposed that the Board of Directors be people like the 
Secretary of Commerce, Treasury, Defense, Interior, and Agriculture 
with an Executive Secretary. 

Mr. pu Pont. Is is not true, Senator Case, this whole concept of 
condemnation was to assure the acquisition of rights-of-way in ad- 
vance, as you state, and in order to expedite the acquisition ? 

Senator Case. That is true. That was the basic thought. 

Mr. pu Pont. And then the protection in those States that do not 
have the access. 

Senator Gore. We agree that such a function could better we per- 
formed in a corporate body or authority. The purpose of my question 
was to elicit from you the facts as to whether or not it could be done by 
the Department of Commerce as an executive agency and arm of the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. pu Pont. The answer is that it has, but not for limited-access 
purposes. 

Senator Case. Or not for collecting tolls on bridges? 

Mr. pv Pont. That is right. 

Senator Case. Or of leasing of a portion ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Merely for leasing of access. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

(There was discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Mr. du Pont, if the Congress should determine to inaugurate a 
policy of Federal construction of causeways, tunnels, bridges, or high- 
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ways, contemplating the collection of tolls thereon, would it be better, 
in your opinion, to have a special Federal authority or corporation 
to do that, or could it be done by the Bureau of Roads in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce ? 

Mr. pu Ponr, I believe, sir, it could be better handled by a Federal 
corporation and in cooperation with the States so that the States them- 
selves would provide the policing and the toll takers and that sort of 
thing. In other words, give the anauaien sufficient latitude to effect 
agreements with the States for the maintenance and all those incidental 
things. 

saci Busu. That would represent a very great departure from 
anything that was ever done before, would it not 

Gooniae Gore. Yes; it would. 

Senator Busu. To make sure I understand: It would be putting the 
Federal Government into the road business directly, so to speak, in 
construction, ownership, and all that. 

Mr. pu Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Casz. Of units. Of an integrated system. 

Senator Martin. If you will yield, Senator: If, though, the States 
would have the policing, maintenance, and operating, wouldn’t that 
take care of the situation ? 

Senator Busu. I admit it would be very difficult for me to compre- 
hend putting the Federal Government into the road business on any 
basis beyond the basis of contributing. 

Senator Gorr. When we contribute 90 percent to the cost we are 
right much in the business, 

Senator Busu. I don’t know that I would agree with that. We 
don’t doonething. The States do it all. 

Senator Gore. You are correct in that the States would 

Senator Bus. I would hate to see us depart from that policy. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. I was going to call attention to one sentence just a 
little ahead of where Mr. du Pont read: 

The Corporation would be authorized to construct, operate, and maintain toll 
bridges or tunnels on the national system of highways on such rights-of-way 
as acquired. 

Senator Gore. Suppose you finish your statement, Mr. du Pont, 
and then we will interrogate you. 

Mr. pu Pont. At the center of page 4: 

The right-of-way so acquired would be for the construction of the 
Interstate System thereon. The right-of-way acquired would be sub- 
ject to concurrent jurisdiction with the State. In addition, however, 
the Corporation would be authorized to grant easements for a con- 
sideration for the construction of water, power, heat, and communi- 
cation lines, pipeline, and facilities for public service. It would be 
authorized to make temporary leases or grant permits for the grazing 
of stock or other sdividelvanal operations, as well as maintaining emer- 
gency landing fields until such time as the land shall be needed for 
right-of-way purposes. 

Such landing strips or dispersal areas would, I believe, be endorsed 
by the Department of Defense. The Corporation would be authorized 
to construct, operate, and maintain toll bridges or tunnels on the 
National System of Interstate Highways on such rights-of-way as 
acquired. 
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Furthermore, the Corporation would be empowered to issue licenses 
to motor vehicles whose gross weight exceeded 20,000 pounds. The 
fees so charged would range from $300 per annum up to $1,200 per 
annum and would apply only to vehicles in the above categories which 
use the Interstate System. 

In setting the tolls for such toll facilities as may be constructed, 
the rate shall be based on amortizing the construction costs and inter- 
est and operating costs over a period of not more than 50 years. 
Thereafter the tolls would be reduced to provide a fair share of meet- 
ing the debt services of the Corporation. 

That is quoted from the bill. 

The Corporation is authorized to issue securities in an aggregate 
amount of $5 billion, but not in excess of $500 million in any calendar 
year. These bonds shall not constitute a debt to the United States, 
not be guaranteed by the United States. 

In addition the Corporation may issue revenue bonds to construct 
a bridge or tunnel; such bonds, however, to be serviced only from the 
tolls collected on such facility. Bonds issued for these purposes shall 
be retired within a period of not in excess of 50 years. The amount 
of such bonds which may be issued is not set forth in the bill. 

It is through the creation of the National Interstate Highway Right- 
of-Way Corporation that an additional estimated amount of $900 mil- 
lion per annum will be available for expenditure on the Interstate Sys- 
tem. The factual data which is available in the Bureau of Public 
Roads for estimating the revenue which might be received from the 
licenses issued to trucks is quite limited. While the data is accurate 
for any particular location the extent of the sampling is quite limited. 

It is my personal opinion that the estimate of $900 million per an- 
num would be on the generous side as this figure is a combination of 
the proceeds of the sale of bonds in the amount of $500 million plus 
estimated revenues of $400 million. In view of the absence of adequate 
statistical data to determine the revenues that might be received from 
the issuing of permits, the granting of licenses, etc., it is questionable 
whether these revenues would exceed the $400 million estimate by an 
amount sufficient to pay the interest and amortization on the bonds is- 
sued. It is not believed that substantial revenues would be received 
from franchises to utilities. I merely wish to refer to the uncertainties 
which will affect the estimated funds which may be available for ex- 
penditure on the Interstate System. 

I have attempted to briefly analyze the bills in question and will be 
very happy to answer any questions to the extent of my ability. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. du Pont, for this very clear analysis 
of Senator Case’s bill. 

You have touched on the point which we were discussing before you 
resumed reading of your statement. I would like to make one com- 
ment in response to Senator Bush’s comment. 

Yesterday we had the suggestion before us that the State of Colo- 
rado had inaugurated a program to build a tunnel through the Con- 
tinental Divide. Essentially we were being asked to assure that an 
interstate road, on which the Federal Government would bear a por- 
tion of the cost, would be built to each end of that tunnel through the 
Continental Divide. 

I can see that there would be possibilities of inequity if the Federal 
Government bore a major portion of the cost to build roads to each 
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side of the mountain and then the State authority would have exclu- 
sive control of the tolls through that mountain, without which the 
highway would be useless. 

There must be some coordination. 

Senator Case. You would certainly have to have an agreement that 
excessive tolls would not be charged, that the toll would not exceed the 
cost of defraying the cost of the tunnel, or something like that. 

Senator Gore. And I am not sure that as a safeguard, not only in 
this case but in the case of causeways and large bridges across great 
barriers, that the Federal Government, whether through a corporation 
or Department of Commerce, should have the right of acquisition and 
ownership of even such facilities as that, even though constructed by 
the States. If we are to undertake the multibillion dollar development 
of an Interstate System—and I believe as these hearings progressed all 
of us have been more and more impressed with such necessity ; I know 
I have—there are many things to consider. 

Senator Busu. I am not sure, Mr. Chairman, but you are not sug- 
gesting—are you suggesting that the Federal Government should 
share those tolls with them if they put that tunnel in there? Is that 
part of your suggestion or not? 

Senator Gore. I didn’t have in mind that if the State bore all the 
expense that the Federal Government should share in the tolls. But 
there certainly should be an agreement as to what the toll would be, 
else the toll authority could capitalize not only upon the construction 
of the tunnel but the construction of the entire road. 

I went on to suggest that as a safeguard to enforce such agreements 
it might be necessary to give to the Bureau of Public Roads or to 
some other instrumentality of the Government—corporation or au- 
thority—the power of eminent domain to acquire causeways and tun- 
nels and such matters. Of course that authority is proposed both in 
Senator Case’s bill and in §. 1160. It is not provided in 1048. It may 
be deficient in that regard. 

Mr. pu Pont. That, Senator, was an expedient means of acquiring 
these rights-of-way. ‘That was the intent. 

Senator Gore. Why don’t you comment on this problem. You have 
heard our discussions here and you are suaaltaniod 

Mr. pu Pont. With respect to the tunnel that Governor Johnson 
was talking about yesterday 

Senator Gore. I was singling that out as a specific example because 
it came to the attention of this committee. 

Mr. pu Pont. I fully recognize the situation in Colorado. The tun- 
nel was authorized, if my memory serves me correctly, 2 years ago. 
That particular authority is vested in the State highway department, 
which I think is highly desirable, as compared to having a lot of sepa- 
rate authorities. The estimated cost is around $15 million. The pres- 
ent highway over that route goes to about 11,000 feet altitude. The 
purpose of this is to get a more direct route at a lower and water grade. 

Senator Gorr. What do you mean by “water grade”? 

Mr. pu Ponr. Following a stream. In other words, a stream comes 
down a mountain and it does not go straight down; it is a natural 
grade, such as that on a river. That is what they refer to as a water 
grade. 

Senator Gore. They kept using that term yesterday. 
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Mr. pu Pont. You will find practically all the railroads are built 
on water grades. Take the Hudson. 

Senator Gore. In Tennessee we call that “following the creek.” 

Mr. pu Pont. That is because your father probably told you to 
“Start where you are at.” And you followed the creek down. That 
was the original natural grade. ; 

The State of Colorado could have improved that pass and route with 
primary funds anytime during the past 10 years. One of the great 
problems was this tunnel, which is very expensive, about $5 million a 
mile, and they are very concerned as to the rocks that they might 
encounter. In other words, if they get on a fault line it is a very ris 
business. 

The State highway department didn’t, I think, want to proceed 
with it. They were leery as to what they might run into and did drag 
their feet. This last legislature guaranteed the interest on the bonds 
in order to assure the feasibility of the project because a project of 
that nature, in estimating the cost, is extremely difficult, and requires 
extensive boring. 

It is now possible, due to the State guaranty, to subsidize that fa- 
cility. But the State doesn’t know how much their funds will be de- 
oe by virtue of it; that is, the State highway department. So it 

as been a controversial matter for some years. 

Senator Busu. They guarantee the interest but not the principal 
on the bonds? 

Mr. pu Pont. They guarantee the interest, which is the case in the 
Garden State Parkway in New Jersey. They could not liquidate those 
bonds and not guarantee the interest. 

Senator Busu. They have to rely on the toll revenues for retire- 
ment of the bonds? 

Mr. pv Pont. Yes, sir. It is not feasible, or has not been evaluated 
as being feasible as yet, without the State guaranty. 

So do not buy any of those bonds and depend on the revenues from 
the State. I cite that as a particular illustration. It is unquestionably 
true, and we have examples of it, and it varies from State to State, 
where toll facilities, if put into a joint mortgage such as in the case of 
Maryland where the Susquehanna Bridge, the Pcsotais Bay Bridge, 
the Potomac River Bridge, are all under one mortgage, and now the 
tunnel under Baltimore Harbor. The real breadwinner there is the 
Susquehanna Bridge. It really pays for the others. 

So that the bigger the authority and the more you can combine in 
it and have more successful operations, the further you can extend 
the less profitable ones. That varies from State to State. In other 
words, some States have separate authorities for each facility. 

In Pennsylvania, I believe, Senator Martin, there the authority can 
expand and take in other ones. 

enator Martin. They can only expand as the legislature might 
hitch on others. So far the main road east and west has been a very 
well paying proposition. I am a little worried about the one that is 
on the eastern side that goes up through the Poconos, unless it can 
tie on up in New York some place to add to the revenues. 

But the bonds will be because it is a part of the whole system. 

Mr. pu Pont. That is the point Iam making. There is no question 
but that you could build a toll road through compacts of the States 
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between Boston, Mass., let’s say, and Miami, Fla., provided they were 
willing to pool their earnings. 

On the other hand, if you made each section by States stand on its 
own, south of aiken you would get to a ee where it would 
not be self-supporting. 

Senator Gore. You are saying that from Boston to Miami, taken 
as a whole would be profitable ? 

Mr. pu Pont. It would be feasible. 

Senator Gore. How about Boston to Los Angeles? 

Mr. pu Pont. I think Boston to Los Angeles probably would be 
feasible. They would all have to be under a compact or national 
authority where the better sections carry the poorer sections. 

Then there is this factor: These toll roads are evaluated on a feasi- 
bility ratio of 1.5. In other words, the estimated earnings are 50 
pereetts more than necessary to retire the bonds. That is the standard 

easibility ratio. 

If you dropped the feasibility ratio to 1.25 you would get, I think 
you will agree, Senator Bush, to where you could not sell it. But 
then if you supplement them by a guarantee of the interest, it makes 
that many more miles feasible as you go down on the feasibility ratio. 

Consider the Boulder Turnpike from Denver to Boulder. ‘That is 
subsidized by the State highway department maintaining it, an indi- 
rect subsidization. There are all kinds and degrees of subsidization. 
But it is the feasibility ratio that determines how far you can expand 
it and how many good ones you put in the basket to carry the poor ones. 

Senator Gorr. You have just given us a good statement. You have 
in my opinion confirmed, as far as your opinion is concerned, the 
feasibility of the suggestion of Senator Martin of yesterday, and 
yerhaps all of Senator Case, that some authority should be created 

or that purpose. 

Mr. pu Pont. I did not recommend it. I said it was feasible. 

Senator Gore. I said you confirmed the feasibility. I was not 
trying to misinterpret your statement. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, might I ask Mr. du Pont a 
question ¢ 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Being feasible clear across the continent, would 
that be taking in the turnpikes already in existence up in New England, 
New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, or would the other rest on its own ? 

Mr. pu Pont. You have to take the good ones that are in existence 
to carry them through. 

Senator Casr. In your judgment is it possible to expect that we 
could get a national turnpike completed if we rely upon initiative 
solely by the States and upon State compacts without some leadership 
by the Federal Government, or without some authority or corporation 
being available to piece together the gaps? 

Mr. pu Pont. No, sir; I do not believe it would be possible to do it 
by State compacts. There is also a very difficult cues that should 
be evaluated when considering a thing of this nature. 

Toll roads serve a very useful purpose but regrettably they do not 
go into the metropolitan areas and supply adequate approaches. That 
is one of their great deficiencies. That [ to be taken care of because 
you simply cannot dump all this traffic into your metropolitan areas 
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where the people are who supply the sinews to make the road 
successful, 

There is another deficiency and it will become more acute as you go 
west. It does not serve all the communities through which it 
beeause you only put up a tollgate where it is profitable. In the t, 
where you have a greater density of es the average distance 
between tollgates on the New Jersey Turnpike, for example, is 7 to 14 
miles. 

On the New York Throughway I think they go as far as 30 miles 
apart. As you went farther out west, less densely populated, you 
would have longer and longer and longer stretches without access. 
That will reduce, naturally, the traffic. 

It is estimated that a toll road only serves 60 percent of the normal 
traffic that a free road in the same area would take care of. So there 
are two factors that you must consider. First, What are you going 
to do in the metropolitan areas to get proper feeders to get the traffic 
onto the facility to get their money and supply the service? Second, 
What are you going to do about these long areas between tollgates? 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, there is one place on the original 
Pennsylvania Turpike where there are 38 miles between tollgates. 

Take, for example, the city of Pittsburgh. There are already three 
ways from the city of Pittsburgh to reach the turnpike. 

Mr. pu Pont. But that was provided by the city or by the State, 
free. 

Senator Marttn. The State of Pennsylvania and the Federal Gov- 
ernment all helped. 

Mr. pv Ponr. Under the regular Federal aid ? 

Senator Martin. Yes; under the regular Federal aid. 

There is a road that you, Senator Case, and Senator Gore have been 
on, the road through the city of Pittsburgh, and it cost an average of 
$5,700,000 a mile, with the tunnel and the rights-of-way. But all of 
that money has been provided by the State of Pennsylvania and the 
Federal Government except $6 million. The city of Pittsburgh put 
a million dollars in it and the county of Allegheny put $5 million in it. 

When we get a toll road directly west from Pittsburgh, there will 
be about three other means of getting out of Pittsburgh or getting 
into Pittsburgh. One thing, though, that has to be watched is that 
that road is a limited-access road, just like the one in Philadelphia. 

It is a thing that we have just got to watch. Unless the Federal 
Government has some control over it, it is awfully hard for us folks 
locally to resist the great demand to get on those good roads. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush has a question. 

Senator Busu. I have been interested in the way this question of 
cross-country highways has sort of crept into this discussion here in 
the last 2 or 3 hearings. I suppose that this committee, of which 
General Clay was the chairman, must have studied the whole question 
of our highway needs—— 

Mr. pu Pont. They did. 

Senator Busu. In its attempt to come up with recommendations as 
to what were the most pressing needs we had and to what extent the 
Federal Government should give leadership in connection with the 
program. 

Mr. pv Pont. That is right. 
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Senator Busn. Is it fair to presume or do you know whether they 
did consider the possibility of an east-west highway as a part of their 
recommendations? Do you happen to know that? 

Mr. pu Pont. I know they considered toll roads. Whether they 
considered that one specifically—the matter was discussed generally 
and it was discarded I think primarily for these reasons: First, it did 
not serve the metropolitan urban areas where we have the greatest 
deficiency today. 

Senmiia, the question of a Federal authority or something of that 
sort I think was undesirable. 

The third factor is the terrific cost of a toll road as compared to a 
free road. If you gentlemen will some day see how many miles you 

o and what the tab is, you will find that it is the equivalent of a gaso- 
fine tax of about 25 cents a gallon. 

Senator Gorp. Would you make that statement again? 

Mr. pu Pont. If you will ride on one of these toll roads and see how 
much toll you pay, and how many miles you go, it results in the equiva- 
lent of a gasoline tax of 25 cents a gallon. 

Senator Busu. I do not quite follow that. Do you? 

Mr. pu Pont. What kind of a car do you drive, Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. Ford. 

Mr. pu Pont. How many miles do you get on the gallon at 60 miles 
an hour? 

Senator Busu. I was trying to figure that out. I would suppose 
about 15 miles, as near as I can figure it out. 

Mr. pu Pont. On the New Jersey Turnpike you will pay from a 
cent and a half to 3 cents a mile, depending on where you get on or off. 
Let’s take the lower one; 1% cents a mile, 15 miles to the gallon, is 22% 
cents per gallon; is it not? 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

How many of you fellows could get elected running on a 2214 cents a 
gallon tax increase ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin could. 

Mr. pu Pont. They are expensive. 

Senator Case. I do not think anybody is suggesting that we have a 
yt system of toll roads. Certainly I would not suggest that. I 

o think, however, if we are going to approach the goal of some na- 
tional highways, that we do need to integrate what we do have. 

Mr. pv Pont. I agree with you. 

Senator Case. If we leave this entirely piecemeal, we will just get a 
patchwork. What I was thinking of, following Senator Martin’s ob- 
servation yesterday, was that if we had one east-west and one north- 
south through the central part of the country, that it would make it 
possible for through traffic to use that and it would certainly have a 
considerable advantage from a national defense standpoint, and it 
would be a part of the Interstate System. 

But that would only be one phase of what the Interstate Highway 
Corporation might do. It could take care of bridges, tunnels, cause- 
ways, on other parts of the Interstate System, too. 

enator Gore. May I suggest in this connection: last year, you will 


recall, we wrote into the bill a direction and requirement that the De- 
partment of Commerce make a study of this question and report. 


a) 


hat report is just arriving at the committee today and it will be 
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printed. I have not had a chance to do more than merely glance 
through it. 

Senator Busu. That is the report on what? 

Senator Case. On the whole subject of financing. 

Senator Gore. The report is on “Progress and feasibility of toll 
roads and their relation to the Federal-aid program.” This will be 
printed and will be available to each member of the committee. 

Mr. du Pont, as I have listened to your statement, you have listed 
the principal hindrance as the lack of compact arrangements between 
the States whereby the cost, the total cost of the total road, say, from 
Boston to Miami, would be capitalized and the revenue go to the de- 
frayment and reimbursement of the expense. 

Is there some way by which we could overcome that, or must New 
Jersey exact all of the profit from its segment and leave South Caro- 
lina to bear all the burflel of the unprofitable segment? If you have 
one connected route then the New Jersey segment would be made 
vastly more profitable. 

Isn’t there some way we can break that logjam? 

Mr. pu Pont. I stated it could be done by compact and that is true 
in the case of the triborough authority in New York which built all 
the bridges to New Jersey, and so forth. That is also true of the 
bridge in Camden, between New Jersey and Pennsylvania. That isa 
joint compact between the two States. And, of course, that can be 
expanded. 

But there has never been any desire or expressed desire on the part 
of the States between Miami, let’s say, and Boston, to evaluate it on 
that basis. 

Senator Gore. Suppose the Federal Government took the lead, as 
Senator Martin suggested it? 

Mr. pu Pont. It definitely could. 

Senator Gore. You say it definitely could. 

Mr. pu Pont. There is no question that it is definitely and legally 
possible. Whether it would be acceptable—— 

Senator Gore. Is it needed? 

Mr. pu Pont. I believe that the Clay study, which recognizes toll 
roads and the legislation that was sponsored as a result of that bill, 
might encourage some toll roads within a given State. 

Senator Martin. It only encourages it within a State. 

Mr. pu Pont. That is right. 

Senator Gore. But that is self-defeating insofar as having a trans- 
continental system. That encourages it only within States in which 
they will be profitable in and of themselves, speaking of those par- 
ticular segments. We have to find some way to break the ice flow to 
have a national system. 

Mr. pu Pont. If it is decided that toll roads are an answer to a por- 
tion of the problem, it seems to me self-evident that some national 
authority would have to initiate it. I cannot see how you can tell the 
States to do it. : ; 

Senator Gorr. You say if it is decided. You have just previously 
said that the Clay committee recommendation might encourage the 
building of toll roads within States. Is that not a recognition by the 
committee that toll roads do play an essential part 

Mr. pu Pont. They serve a very useful purpose. And under the 
Clay concept the funds that would be expended on that facility are 
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reimbursed and then that gives that State that money to spend and 
expand its primary system. 

Renner RE. I would like to point out here, that though no member 
of this committee would ever claim to be an expert in this field, I think 
the record stands that this subcommittee has already held far more 
extensive hearings than did the Clay committee. 

Mr. Du Pont. I believe they had about 22 agencies—the list is in the 
report. There is no question that there was more time devoted to it at 
this meeting. 

Senator Shadi I do not mean to draw any invidious comparison but 
merely to point out that this committee, too, has undertaken diligently 
to study this problem. 

Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. I think this has been a very helpful meeting. I 
think the original authority or toll plan was the tunnel in New York 
and the bridge at Camden and Philadelphia. The one at Philadelphia 
has been so successful that we are now starting to build an additional 
bridge. I was on the commission that originally built the oo 
The other day we brought up the matter that everybody was so doubt- 
ful about, whether a toll road plan was feasible. When they use the 
word “feasible,” it was meant that it would liquidate itself. 

The Federal Government—I have looked that up since the other 
day—made a grant of 38 percent, and RFC bought the bonds. RFC 
made a profit on the bonds it bought. But there was a 38-percent 
grant in order to get that project started. 

Mr. pu Pont. The Pennsylvania Turnpike? 

Senator Martin. It would have liquidated by this time if it hadn’t 
been for the war. The war, of course, cut down traffic and it would 
have been liquidated by now. 

Senator Gore. You mean 38 percent of the entire cost ? 

Senator Martin. Yes, of the original 161 miles. We have added to 
that on the west and on the east, and it is all hitched up together. I 
should have brought up the statement. Théy are meeting their re- 
quirements and quite a bit more than what the engineers estimated. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I have some figures on the proceedings 
of the Pennsylvania Turnpike which later I expect to offer for the 
record. One statement is made in the. Keystone Motorist: 

The Commission in its report last year said on the strength of revenue consist- 
ency it has attained the position of being years ahead of schedule in redemption 
of turnpike bonds that financed the facility. 

Mr. pu Pont. It is interesting in the grant that Senator Martin 
speaks of, it was a PWA grant. They were unable to sell the bonds. 
RFC bought them and I think they charged them 414 percent. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Evans is the chairman of the Turnpike Com- 
mission, and he had the statement. At that time it was considered 
a very doubtful proposition. You know there are seven tunnels on it 
and it is very sparsely populated. There is one place from Somerset 
to Bedford, with toll gates 38 miles apart. 

Mr. pu Pont. It is interesting to note on that turnpike that the 
truck traffic is now decreasing materially as a result of an improve- 
ment of a free road, more or less parallel, to Pittsburgh. 

Senator Gore. You raised another question which you haven’t dis- 
cussed in Senator Case’s bill, and that is the advisability of placing 
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additional charges upon vehicles of unusually heavy weights traveling 
the roads or causeways or tunnels or facilities which may be con- 
structed entirely by the Federal Government. What would be your 
comments on that ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. I think there would be some opposition. It is per- 
fectly natural to expect that there would be. I think the intent of 
Senator Case’s bill is to make those who benefit most from these new 
facilities pay for the advantage. 

In the use of the toll roads, before a corporation or a trucking firm 
decides to use it, they make various test runs and evaluate the savings 
as a result of using the new facility. 

Obviously the savings exceed the toll or they wouldn’t do it. In dol- 
lars and cents, it is about 4 cents a mile that they save on these eastern 
roads. 

Presumably, if the Interstate System were built to the same stand- 
ards for expediting, they would effect substantial savings. I think it is 
Senator Case’s idea to Rocce them, instead of a toll, charge them for 
a tag or permit. 

The New York Throughway does just that. In other words, they 
will effect an arrangement with a corporation or an individual and 
give them an annual tag based on their anticipated use of the facility. 
It is interesting to note, Senator Case, that some of those larger trucks 
pay an annual fee of as much as $1,500. The passenger charge, I be- 
lieve, is $25. So that there is definitely logic to Senator Case’s 
suggestion. 

And there is no question that the trucks are the greatest beneficiaries 
and they evaluate it more carefully than does the private car owner. 

Senator Gore. The greatest beneficiary of what? 

Mr. pu Pont. The improved facility through the savings. 

Senator Gore. Is it because of the cost of accelerating a load or slow- 
ing down a load ? 

Mr. pu Pont. You would be very interested to see the analysis which 
the General Electric Co. has made just recently on the New York 
Throughway. They will make the standard run with a load over the 
regular route and they will count up the number of gear changes, 
the number of times they change gears, the number of stops, the num- 
ber of starts, the speed, the deceleration. A good deal of it is done 
mechanically. And they will keep it up for several weeks. Then 
they will make comparable runs on the new facility, the throughway, 
and then they compute the difference or the saving as a result of using 
the freeway. Actually, there is a firm in New Jersey that will do the 
work for you. And if you save money, then you would use the 
throughway. If they don’t, then they put you on the old route. It 
is due primarily to wear and tear on your brakes and your clutch and 
the excessive use of gasoline on acceleration. 

Senator Gore. So that you say the trucks, the large ones, are the 
principal beneficiaries of the improved highways ? 

Mr. pu Pont. The savings are estimated at about 4 cents per mile. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have here a Pennsylvania Turn- 
pike “welcome” brochure when I traveled on the turnpike just last 
week. I note by that that the full length fare for passenger vehicles 
is $3.75; that the full length fares for trucks vary, running up to $23 
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for a truck and full trailer. I wonder if the table might not be in- 
serted in the record ? 

Senator Gore. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The chart is as follows :) 

PENNSYLVANIA TURNPIKE FARE SCHEDULE 

Vehicle type: Passenger automobile, taxicab, ambulance, hearse, station wagon, 
motoreycle. 

Light truck (Pennsylvania license classes: R and 8). 

Vehicles registered outside of Pennsylvania shall be classified in accordance 
with the size of tires. 


Full length fare: $3.75. 
Full-length fares 


Passenger vehicle with trailer 

Class 3: Medium truck (Pennsylvania license classes: T, U, RZ, SZ) 

Class 4: Heavy truck (Pennsylvania license classes: V, TZ)- 

Class 6: Heavy truck (Pennsylvania license classes: w ¥, & WZ; VEZ)... 11. 

Class 8: Heavy truck (Pennsylvania license classes: WZ, YZ, ZZ, and 
tractor truck with trailer) f 

ne ea ecpanesetiaamenpeusngeniecnssenenenee i 23. 00 

Class 11: Bus (Pennsylvania license class: 13. 75 

eee ne caetenerinearcnareinrer pamensoe pseseiiatie 10. 10 


Senator Case. I also have a copy of the Keystone Motorist for April 
1955 which has an article headed, “Free Roads Get $9 Million From 
Turnpike Taxes,” which apparently is a review of the annual report 
of the Turnpike Commission. 

I would like to insert that in the record and call particular atten- 
tion to one or two facts which bear directly on what we have just 
been discussing. 

This states that the trucks and buses paid 58.5 percent of all toll 
revenue in 1954. In 1953 it was 61.1 percent. The average trip of 
a passenger car brought in toll 88 cents, that of a truck $5.61, that of a 
bus $4.11. The passenger car mileage increased more than 29 million 
miles in 1954. 

The toll differential between the commercial and passenger ve- 
hicles, has a ratio of approximately 4 cents a mile to the former for 
1 cent a mile for the latter. That is the commercial vehicles pay on 
the average about 4 cents a mile, and passenger vehicles about 1 
cent a mile, and obviously they do it because it must pay them to do 
it. 

(The article referred to above is as follows :) 

[Keystone Motorist, April 1955] 
FREE Roaps Get $9 MimLion From TURNPIKE TAXES 


Pennsylvania’s toll turnpike has geenrated $9,072,912.64 in motor-fuel taxes for 
the benefit of free highways outside the turnpike system in the 14 years and 3 
months of the superhighway’s operation. 

This is disclosed in the annual report of the Turnpike Commission showing 
that for last year alone the gas “take” on the turnpike was $1,444,477.20. Every 
cent of the tax paid on the toll road reverts to the Commonwealth for high- 
way use. All turnpike maintenance, operation, and extension must be paid 
from the road’s own revenues. 

Strangely enough, the report shows that while more vehicles traveled a 
greater distance on the turnpike than ever before, the gross receipts decreased 
$259,746, due, the commission says, to a drop in truck and bus revenue. 


61030—55——_56 
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PERTINENT POINTS 


Salient points in the report: 

A total of 12,635,242 paying vehicles traveled 1,149,634,525 revenue miles on 
the 360-mile tollway during the 12-month period. Gross revenue from tolls 
amounted to $21,866,190.12. Receipts from other sources, such as concessions, 
permits for special hauling, etc., totaled $1,227,203.64, bringing the grand total 
of gross revenue to $23,093,393.76. 

The total of vehicles is 8.6 above the 11,630,935 that traveled the road in 1953. 
The increase in total mileage over 1953, when 1,139,036,203 miles were registered, 
amounts to nine-tenths of 1 percent. 

For the first time in any calendar year since the war, toll revenue was less 
than in the year previous. In 1953 tolls amounted to $22,124,936.56. The de- 
crease in 1954 of $258,746.44 is approximately 1.1 percent. 


TRAVEL TOTAL DROPS 


In 1953 trucks traveled 302,612,417 miles while in 1954 the total dropped to 
284,088,920 miles. In 1953 bus mileage added up to 6,302,479 miles. It dropped 
to 5,890,766 miles in 1954. 

Passenger-car mileage increased more than 29 million miles in 1954 but the 
toll differential between commercial and passenger vehicles—a ratio of approxi- 
mately 4 cents a mile for the former to 1 cent a mile for the latter—more than 
canceled out the gain and reflected itself in the revenue decreases. 

The 1954 summary discloses that an average of 6,127 trucks used the turn- 
pike daily. The total average for buses was 150 and for passenger cars 28,340, 
or a grand total of 34,617 vehicles of all types. 

The average trip of a passenger car brought in a toll of 88 cents; that of a 
truck $5.61; and of a bus, $4.11. The average daily revenue from trucks was 
$34,400.86 ; from buses, $616.55; and from passenger cars, $24,889.96. The daily 
average of revenue from all types of vehicles was $59,907.37. 

Trucks and buses paid 58.5 percent of all toll revenue in 1954, compared with 
61.1 percent in 1953. 

The Commission’s revenue summary is recapitulated to show that from Octo- 
ber 1, 1940, to January 1, 1955, a total of 67,793,199 vehicles passed through turn- 
pike tollgates. These traveled 6,490,350,777 miles and accounted for tolls amount- 
ing to $120,112,878.52. 

“The Commission,” the report concludes, “on the strength of revenue con- 
sistency, has attained the position of being years ahead of schedule in redemp- 
tion of turnpike bonds that financed the facility.” 


Senator Casr. I also have an article here from Transport Topics 
which is headed, “Spend to Save.” It is a story with a dateline of 
Albany, N. Y. It says that— 


An Albany trucking executive says it costs his firm about 11%4 percent more in 
out-of-pocket costs to run his heavy trucks on the State throughway than over 
comparable miles of regular roads. But he says he expects the savings in 
maintenance and other long-term items will make throughway use profitable. 

John Vogel, Jr., vice president of John Vogel, Inc., said a study he had made 
showed his company’s tractor-trailers ran about 100,000 miles between Albany 
and Harriman from November 11 to December 31. 

Since November 11, Mr. Vogel said, the firm has run all its trips to New York 
City, New Jersey, and Philadelphia via the throughway. The throughway route 
is 143.4 miles from Albany terminal to a terminal in Jersey City, compared with 
153 miles via regular highways. 


FIVE CENTS A MILE 


His biggest trucks—tandem tractor-trailers with 63,240 pounds gross carrying 
capacity—pay a toll of 5 cents a mile on the throughway, compared with 2.4 
cents a mile in the ton-mile tax for traveling with full loads on the State’s 
other highways. 

Mr. Vogel said the loaded trucks travel 3.9 miles a gallon of gasoline on 
the throughway route and 3.76 miles a gallon on the regular highway route. 

Gasoline, driver pay, toll, and ton-mile tax, which truckmen call out-of- 
pocket expense, cost a total of $24.32 for the round trip to Jersey City by the 
throughway and $23.96 by regular highways, Mr. Vogel said. 
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In addition, he reported, there was an expense of $40 a week clerical cost 
in keeping records of mileage traveled on the throughway. The records are used 
in obtaining rebates on the ton-mile tax. 


MAINTENANCE SAVINGS 


Mr. Vogel said he expected two important items of long-term savings would be 
clutch and brake maintenance. Because of the absence of traffic lights on the 
throughway, stops and starts are less frequent. An extra factor saving wear 
on the clutch is the absence of steep grades on the throughway. 

When the time comes for buying new equipment, Mr. Vogel said, he expects 
to be able to use a smaller tractor to pull the same load on the throughway. 

Although the thrughway enables a truck to make the trip in shorter time, 
Mr. Vogel feels he will not save anything in labor cost because of the time 


saving. Drivers are paid by the mile on trips longer than 75 miles. The bene- 
fit, he said, goes to the driver. 


There will be a greater saving when the throughway is extended 14.9 miles 
from Harriman to Suffern, he said, as the extension will cut about 4 miles more 
off the present nonthroughway route. 


Mr. Vogel said it would be several months before he would have a final report 
on his cost survey. He said the final report would take into account long-term 
costs. 

Mr. pu Ponr. May I have the privilege of a statement off the 
record ? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. On the record. 

Senator Case? 

Senator Cass. In the last paragraph of Mr. du Pont’s statement 
he referred to the estimate of $400 million as the revenues from the 
license fees and other sources of income for the corporation. 


I should state, though I am not sure that the language of the bill 
provides clearly for this, it was my thought that the revenues, the 
earning revenues of the Corporation for the first 10 years, should be 
devoted to these construction paspoene and supplement the $500 


million of bond sales. So that that would provide the $900 million. 
But that during the period beyond the first 10 years the procedures 
of earnings should be devoted to the retirement of the bonds. 

I don’t a how anyone can tell exactly what the revenues would 
be. What I did was to get from the Bureau of Public Roads the 
number of trucks and buses in the different weight categories and 
multiply that by the suggested fee schedule. It amounts to something 
more than $400 million if they, should all take this license fee. Of 
course, it would not be obligatory on anyone to travel the Interstate 
System. My thought was something like buying a hunting license 
from a State, and you buy a duck stamp, a Federal duck stamp to put 
on your hunting license if you want to shoot ducks. You could do the 
same thing if you want to travel on the Interstate System. 

That license could be in the form of a Federal stamp like the stamp 
we put on our windshields during the war. I also feel, and have had 
language drawn for possible amendment that would provide for a 
somewhat smaller but nevertheless a definite sticker fee for passenger 
vehicles and for pickups and small trucks. I recognize, of course, that 
any proposal of this sort is experimental and I suppose arouses a great 
deal of doubt and skepticism. 

But for one who drives quite a bit and who travels the turnpike— 
last week I traveled some of the major highways of Ohio as well as 
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Pennsylvania— it seems clear that the traffic goes where there is a 
good road. 

I felt that a general tax levy wasn’t an accurate reflection of use. 
But that there ought to be some way in which we could find for those 
who benefit most from improved highways to contribute in some 
measure to the cost of it. 

That is why this suggestion of the license fee as well as the other 
direct use and fees. 

Mr. pu Pont. I didn’t question the approach, Senator Case. I 
merely raised the question as to the difficulty of evaluating the amount. 
I do think some consideration should be given to the policing and 
the States are of course better equiped than would be the Department 
of the Interior or Department of Commerce if such a law were enacted. 

Might it not be feasible having a reward to the States for the en- 
forcement thereof by splitting the fine? Otherwise it seems to me 
that the enforcement would become somewhat of a problem. 

Senator Gore. Doesn’t it boil down to this, Mr. du Pont: In many 
respects, in addition to exacting a proportionate contribution on the 
part of the users, there is a necessity for some uniformity in weights 
and dimensions of vehicles, whether on Federal toll roads or Inter- 
state Systems to which the Federal Government makes major con- 
tributions ? 

Mr. pu Pont. There isn’t any question but that has been an increas- 
ing problem. As you know, it is one of the prerogatives or the respon- 
sibility of the 48 States today, to determine the weights and so on. 

I think your State quite recently has raised the requirements mate- 
rially over what they were 2 years ago. You know what happens in 
that with pressure at the State level. 

It is a fact that the actual frequency of excess weights is declining. 
Whether that means that it is becoming evident that it is not profit- 
able to overload or what, I don’t know. 

I don’t think it is as serious as it has been in the past when it was 
profitable, during the war particularly, to overload. I think there 
is more competition and I think that will adjust itself to a certain 
extent. 

In direct reply to your question you are definitely running into 
States’ rights versus Federal legislation. 

This thought occurs to me: Suppose the Federal Government 
builds an Interstate System in some manner and when you get to the 
structures, you pay for those 100 percent. The Federal Government 
having built that facility 100 percent can then post it for given weights 
and you could enforce that, I think, fairly easily, either by periodic 
inspections, depending on the States, with a very severe find up to 
the value of the vehicle. They have very heavy fines in Virginia. © 

And you could give the States part of that fine for their police 
force. That would in effect put at points on this Interstate System 
definite places that they had to come down to certain weights. 

in other words, you don’t require a lot of mechanics. These par- 
34 federally owned facilities are posted for certain axle loads, 
period. 

Senator Gore. What are the maximum vehicle weights? 

Mr. pu Pont. 18,000 pounds is a fairly standard axle load. The 
gross load varies. 
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Senator Gore. Don’t some States have a maximum of 86,000 pounds 
per vehicle ? 

Mr. pv Pont. I think the State of Washington even exceeds that 
for certain sections of their roads. But there is no uniformity. 

Senator Gore. I have been advised that some States go to 110,000 
or 120,000. 

Mr. pu Pont. That is the State of Washington. 

Senator Gore. Michigan. 

Senator Case. When you go to the total, does that include when 
they run them in tandem ? 

Mr. pu Pont. The total gross weight of a given vehicle. It may 
be tractor-trailer. They take the whole thing. 

Senator Martin. Could we have that information for each State? 

Senator Gorr. Could you supply the committee with the informa- 
tion as to that ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. As to the gross loads? 

Senator Gore. Not only load limits but dimensions. 

Mr. pu Pont. We can get that. 

Senator Gore. Of course, one reason why we are having to broaden 
these rights-of-way and broaden the lanes is because of the width of 
the vehicle. 

Mr. pu Pont. And the length, too. 

Senator Gore. If we spend $25 billion or $101 billion or some other 
such amount, and improve the highways and bring them to adequacy 
for present traffic, and then all the States should raise their weight 
limits to the Michigan level, wouldn’t our highways immediately 
become utterly inadequate again ? 

Mr. pu Pont. There is no question they would deteriorate rapidly, 
and in various areas, particularly on grades and curves, they would 
become inadequate. 

Senator Gore. If they deteriorate and break up they become very 
inadequate, don’t they ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes. 

Senator Gore. And dangerous. 

Mr. pu Pont. Senator, you have seen many bridges posted, I am 
sure, for given weights. There is no reason why the Federal Gov- 
ernment couldn’t do that, is there? 

Senator Gore. What can the Congress do about this! I notice you 
say that we would run into the question of States’ rights, and I recog- 
nize that. 

Mr. pu Pont. And the policing. 

Senator Gore. We want to proceed with the greatest of caution. 
But wouldn’t it be possible, in the event we launch a vigorous pro- 
gram to build an Interstate System, to require, as a condition for 
allocation of a major portion of the cost of the Interstate System, 
an agreement on the part of the States to maintain certain standards, 
whatever those standards are? 

Mr. pu Pont. Definitely. 

Senator Gore. I wish to say as to that question that I do not wish 
to get into this truck weight fight. As a matter of fact, in my own 
business I operate several trucks, and some of them are rather heavy, 
I admit. I say that to indicate that I have no personal interest or 
desire to get into this controversy. But as a matter of public service, 
I think the public investment in these enormous highways proposed, if 
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the Congress decides to inaugurate such a program, must be safe- 
guarded in some way. 

Mr. pu Pont. There is no question the grant is conditional on cer- 
tain statues with respect to weights and so on. 

Senator Gore. What do you suggest in that connection ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. I suggest this idea : It becomes a threat. I think that 
is desirable. In other words, it is a sort of a threat to the industry that 
if you don’t police yourselves, or the States don’t we are going to 
have to. 

Then consider this other alternative of paying for the structures 
and have those automatic check points—checks and balances in the 
subsequent operation. 

Senator Gorr. Would you be available later on for consultation 
with the committee either in public or executive session ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I will make myself available at any time, sir. 

Senator Gorr. It has been my plan, if it is agreeable with the sub- 
committee, to close hearings, at least temporarily, on Friday. But 
after we have analyzed the hearings and perhaps made a few trips, 
made personal observations, it is quite possible that the committee will 
want to confer with you and other people about the final decisions. 

If you would make yourself available it would be appreciated. 

Mr. pu Pont. I would be very happy to. I hope you are going to 
Boston on your trip. 

Senator Gore. That is on our suggested itinerary. 

Thank you, Mr. du Pont. This has been a very helpful meeting of 
the committee. 

Mr. pu Pont. I am very happy to come here any time I can. 


Senator Gore. The committee will next hear from Mr. A. B. Gorman, 
president, Private Truck Council of America. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. GORMAN, PRESIDENT, PRIVATE TRUCK 
COUNCIL OF AMERICA 


Mr. Gorman. Mr. Chairman, I would like very much to thank 
the committee for the privilege of appearing here and setting forth 
the views of the Private Truck Council of America, Inc., on the 
highway question to be discussed on this occasion. 

First, I would like to discuss certain aspects of bill No. S. 1160, In 
section 2 it says— 

It is hereby declared to be in the national interest to foster and accelerate 
the development of a modern, adequate, safe, and efficient system of highways 
deemed essential for the expansion of the economy and the changing concepts 
of the military and civil defense of the United States. 

It is hard to imagine a statement that more nearly indicates the 
interest of the average citizen in a highway program. The develop- 
ment of this modern, adequate, safe, and efficient system of highways 
is described as essential for the expansion of the economy and the 
changing concepts of the military defense. All citizens, therefore, 
have a monetary interest in it and a security interest in it. 

As a proposal which has such vast coverage that every citizen is 
affected, then it is obviously more than a particular matter just for 
the highway user. Certainly he must pay for the benefits of the use 
of it, but the bill states it has economic and security values for every- 
one, and, therefore, whatever money is spent on it by the Federal 
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Government should come from general revenues of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and not, as proposed, specifically from Federal automotive 
excise taxes. 

Is it necessary in order to keep our highway system modern that 
we call upon the Federal Government to assume so much responsi- 
bility tig eter as this bill requires? Let us examine the record. 
The highway system of the United States was built by the 48 States 
with some help from the Federal Government. There has been a 
great deal of talk going around in the last 2 years about the inade- 
quacies of our highway system. 

True, there is congestion in spots. True, also, that many of our 
highways need to be replaced or modified, but nevertheless, it is with- 
out the remotest challenge, the greatest highway system the world 
has ever known. Roman roads were superior to ours in durability 
and load-carrying capacity, but our system from the point of view 
of service to a population over a vast area is incomparable. 

This system of highways was built by the States with Federal aid 
in the short span of 35 years. ‘Total investment for highways for the 
years 1921 to 1953 inclusive was about $48 billion for construction of 
which the Federal Government, exclusive of WPA and PWA, con- 
tributed about $7 billion. The reference to that can be found in the 
Bureau of Public Roads as compiled by the National Highway Users 
Conference, Washington, D. C. 

In addition, the States and their subdivisions have spent about 
$30 billion for maintenance. So, while the Federal Government has 
contributed about 15 percent of the investment, our system of high- 
ways has been built and maintained by State, city, and county govern- 
ments. ‘They have shown that they can decide what they want and 
generally have been willing to provide the funds to pay for what they 
want. 

Certainly, if we are to get the best value for the money we spend on 
highways, the situation should be left pretty much as it is. We can 
get the most for our money when the people who are going to use the 
roads either for local or State use or for ingress and egress, and who 
are going to pay for the roads, do the spending and the building. 

The Private Truck Council believes it is not necessary for the Fed- 
eral Government to set up any such machinery as contemplated in 
bill S. 1160 in order to have an adequate highway system in this coun- 
try. We should bear in mind that the States, with their regular ex- 
penditures and their toll-road expectations and normal Federal aid 
are already prepared to spend about $50 billion over the next 10 
years, and we are convinced that the States and private enterprise, 
and some relinquishment of taxes on the part of tthe Federal Govern- 
ment, can provide this country with the highways it needs. 

Before getting further into this part of the problem, there is one 
aspect of the situation I want to discuss. The emphasis in the bill is 
placed on the Interstate System of 40,000 miles. The intent appar- 
ently is to spend $27 billion on this all-important Interstate System: 
$25 billion is to be furnished by the Federal Government and raised 
under bill S. 1160 through the machinery of a Federal corporation, 
and the other $2 billion is to be furnished by the States. 

It seems to us an oddity that only $12 billion is to be spent on those 
sections of the Interstate System outside the urban areas, but $15 bil- 
lion is to be spent within urban areas. We realize that section 202 





884 NATIONAL HIGHWAY. PROGRAM 


of the bill states that urban feeder, distributing, and circumferential 
routes may be included, but nevertheless, it is difficult to understand 
the preponderance of urban expenditures in an Interstate System. 

The axiom of an Interstate System is that it serves interstate com- 
merce. What kind of an Interstate System is it that requires $15 
billion to be spent in cities and only $12 billion outside of cities? 
It seems particularly odd in view of estimates that trucks handle 75 
percent of all the tonnage moved in this country and that about 85 
percent of the ton-miles involved in the movement of that tonnage 
is rural mileage as against 15 percent for urban mileage. 

Senator Gore. Did you say 85? 

Mr. Gorman. Of the ton-miles involved. 

Senator Gore. Eighty-five percent? 

Mr. Gorman. Rural. 

To get some idea of what $15 billion for the urban portion of an 
Interstate System means in terms of highways, we go to Los Angeles 
for experience. In that city and county a number of multilane high- 
ways have been constructed or are under construction for the purpose 
of ingress and egress principally of passenger-car traflic between 
suburban and aii Los Angeles. One of these is known as the 
Harbor Freeway. Its length when finished will be 7.2 miles. Its 
anticipated investment for construction will aggregate approximately 
$18 million. The investment in right-of-way, $40 million. The total 
investment is about $58 million. Notice that 70 percent of the total 
investment is for the right-of-way, not for the construction. This 
is probably a typical example of the kind of urban development con- 
templated. The price is fantastic, about $8,100,000 per mile. 

To finance the Interstate System with these expensive urban devel- 
opments, bill S. 1160 proposes the formation of a Federal corporation 
which would be authorized to borrow, according to section 105 (a), 
$21 billion. The Private Truck Council does not favor the creation 
of such Federal debt for highways. On the other hand, it believes 
that highways should be constructed, improved, and maintained from 
normal revenue sources to the fullest possible extent. Term financing 
‘may be justified where normal revenue funds are inadequate to provide 
urgently needed high-cost facilities, but these would be the exceptions. 

It is possible from the foregoing the notion might be formed that 
we are not interested in adequate roads. Quite the contrary. 

Senator Gorr. We have been operating informally and I would 
like to ask a question. I have been impressed by the figures that you 
gave on the top of page 4, where you say that 70 percent of the total 
investment of this particular project would be for right-of-way. 

Mr. GORMAN. That is right. 

Senator Gore. You then porous to express the opinion that this 
is probably a typical example of the kind of urban development con- 
templated. Would you elaborate on that? 

Mr. Gorman. I inquired about Los Angeles because in that city 
there has probably been the greatest development of this type of 
urban expressway. They have four of them out there, and the figures 
that I got from people in Los Angeles pertain to this particular one. 
T don’t have the figures on the other three. But this was the sample 
that they gave me of what was being done in Los Angeles. 

Senator Gore. Under the bill the Federal Government would pay 
95 pereent of the cost of the right-of-way. 
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Mr. Gorman. Under what? 

Senator Gore. Under the bill, S. 1160, the Federal Government 
would provide 95 percent of the cost of the rights-of-way. 

Mr. enanen If that is the case then they would be paying roughly 
65 percent of the total investment of this road, because 70 percent of 
the price of this road is in the right-of-way. 

Senator Gore. You may proceed. 

Mr. Gorman. I doubt if anyone is more interested in having good 
highways than are the members of the Private Truck Council of 
America, Our members are the people who handle their own goods 
or perform their own services with their own trucks. Eighty-seven 
percent of all the trucks in the United States are in that category. 

Our council represents the truck fleets of industrial, commercial, 
and agricultural concerns, hauling their own merchandise from their 
own places of business to their own customers. We must have good 
roads, and they should become increasingly substantial in the matter 
of load-carrying capacity. 

Because the operation of trucks is a cost in any business and can 
have an effect on prices, and because the highway situation has an 
effect on the operating cost of trucks, we are interested in the highway 
situation. We must have good roads to expedite our business, but 
to get good roads we do not want a wasteful or excessive program. 
Such a program will increase our costs through taxation and, in due’ 
time, the burden will fall on the consuming public. 

The Private Truck Council feels that the States and private enter- 
prise, with some change in the Federal tax requirements, can take 
care of the highway situation. The first and most necessary thing 
in this is for the Federal Government to get completely out of the 
Federal automotive excise-tax field and leave it to the States. In 
1953 the Federal Government collected $2,165,944,000 from gasoline 
and other excise taxes on automotive equipment. It returned to the 
States as Federal-aid apportionment only $849,521,000. 

Such a move will accomplish three things: First, it will keep the 
facts relating to these expenditures where the people of the States 
can give them close observation. In a matter such as highway con- 
struction, programs are more responsive to the wishes of the people 
in our judgment if they are handled through their State and local 
governments on a close-to-home basis than if they are handled through 
a Federal system. 

The second thing that the relinquishment of Federal automotive 
excise taxes by the Federal Government would do, would be to destroy 
the myth of Federal aid from Federal automotive excise taxes. The 
total Federal automotive excise taxes collected in 1953 by States versus 
apportionments to States under the 1954 Federal Aid Act are included 
herein, and they show that only five States received back from the 
Federal Government more than their citizens paid into the Federal 
Government in the form of these excise taxes. 

In round figures, Montana received back about $2 million more 
than its citizens paid in, Nevada about $4 million more, North Dakota 
about $1 million more, South Dakota about $1 million more, Wyoming 
about $1 million more. That is all. 

This is Federal aid with a vengeance. By contrast, the citizens of 
California paid in Federal automotive excise taxes $138 million more 
than the State received back as Federal aid, Illinois $92 million more 
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than it received back in Federal aid, New York $99 million more 


Ohio $82 million more, Pennsylvania $95 million more than it receive 
back. 
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The third thing that will be accomplished by having the Federal 
Government vacate the automotive excise tax field, is that it will make 
available to the States increased tax sources for highway use. As of 
today I think there are 18 States that have bills in their legislatures 
for increasing gasoline taxes. 

For the years 1946-54, inclusive, total expenditures were $2,100 mil- 
lion per year over the 9-year span. The States, with toll-road additions 
and normal Federal aid, are already planning to spend about $5 billion 
per year for the next 10 years. Besides, more and more States are 
planning to stop diversion of highway-use taxes. 

As of now there are 10 States that are proposing amendments to stop 
the diversion of highway-use taxes. I am interlining here. 

Senator Case. You mean constitutional amendments? 

Mr. Gorman. Yes. 

Senator Case. Some of them already have. 

Mr. Gorman. Twenty-five have, and 10 more are considering them 
right now. 

hese sums can be substantial and make it possible for the States 
to increase their expenditures considerably above $5 million per year, 
should they so elect. 
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URBAN EXPRESSWAYS FOR INGRESS AND Heress SHOULD BE FINANCED IN THE STATES 


Coming back again to Los Angeles, the wonderful expressways there that we 
read about and some of us have seen, were financed by the State of California. 
These expressways primarily benefit the citizens of Los Angeles and environs 
for purposes of ingress and egress. The suburbanite who works in the city is a 
heavy user. People in the city who want to get into the country are heavy users. 
According to local authorities, these projects can be self-liquidating. Said 
Mr. Lloyd Aldrich, city engineer, Los Angeles County, recently, “Our studies 
have shown that a well-located freeway will repay its first cost within 10 years 
in actual savings to the motorist, owing to the elimination of cross traffic and the 
delays of surface street travel.” The citizens of California, according to the 
statement of Mr. Aldrich, could very properly afford to pay for their own express- 
ways, and this goes for many other States that have great problems of urban 
congestion. So if these very expensive expressways, expensive to build but cheap 
to use, can be taken care of by the people who will use them, who will appreciate 
them and try to see that they get their money’s worth and by those who receive 
other benefits from them, then they do not need to become a tremendous subject 
of Federal finance. 

Previously I mentioned that private enterprise could play a part 
in this development. This could be done in certain sections of the 
Interstate System, sections where, because of the volume of traffic, 
there could be a return on invested capital. In such sections, toll roads 
could be built with 2 stipulations: One, that the bonds issued by the 
toll-road authority will not be backed by the credit of any political 
division, and two, that the bonds will be paid off as rapidly as revenues 
will permit, and that when they are paid off, there will be no additions 
or extensions and the toll road will become a free road. 

Let me explain. That is probably not exactly clear. I am sorry 
Senator Martin isn’t here. The turnpike in Pennsylvania, the original 
section was 160 miles. I think it was to become a free road at the end 
of 25 years from the time it was built, which was about 1939. Now, 
they have added the extensions to it, to the Ohio line and to Philadel- 
phia, and now to the Jersey-Delaware River shore, and they are talking 
about one to Scranton, but the whole thing is now tied together and 
the original section apparently will not become a free road when it 
was originally scheduled. 

Such developments could take place on either the rural or the urban 
sections of the Interstate System wherever bankers could see a real 
return on invested capital. 

The three moves advocated immediately preceding—relinquishment 
of Federal automotive excise taxes, State and local financing for urban 
ingress and egress expressways, and aid from private enterprise for 
sections of the Interstate System—can provide substantial additions 
to the expenditures already planned by the States. 

There is one more point on which we would like to express an 
opinion. In bill S. 1160, section 203 (a) : 

The standards to be used for the Interstate System shall be those approved 
by the Secretary after consultation with the Department of Defense, the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, and the State highway departments. The Secre- 
tary is authorized to make the final determination of the standards to be used, 
except as provided in section 102D. 

The standards that the United States Government has set up are 
restrictive in truck operation in most parts of the country. For a 
number of years the Federal Government has advocated and I quote: 

And since the necessities of efficient design and administration of the highway 


system reguire fixation of axleloading, the conclusion is strongly supported that 
18,000 pounds should be adopted as the maximum axleload permissible under the 
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laws of all States, that this limit without futere increase should be rigidly 
enforced, and that highways built in the future should be designed for the 
normal support of axleloads of that magnitude in the frequency of their probable 
occurrence. 

That is from Highway Needs of the National Defense, House Docu- 
ment 249, page 110. 

Senator Case. What is that being quoted from ? 

Mr. Gorman. House Document 249, Highway Needs of the National 
Defense, page 110. 

Senator om You say that is the Federal Government. Has the 
Bureau of Roads taken that kind of a position ? 

Mr. Gorman. Yes, sir. 

Notice that the wording directs the continuation of the restriction 
right on into the future and advocates that it should be in the laws of 
all States. This is a peculiar kind of specification. Usually if money 
is being furnished by one agency for use by another, the usual type 
of requirement would be that the party building the work, whatever it 
should be, would build it at least to a certain minimum. It advocates 
this even in States which permit axleloads materially in excess of the 
Government’s advocated 18,000-pound limit. 

The trouble with this kind of specification which is based on a test 
made way back in 1922 is that it allows no utilization of the advancing 
technology of the automotive design engineer. This engineer can 
design axles to carry much heavier loads safety, and it is very im- 
portant that these advantages be utilized. 

Private enterprise recognizes these technological advances. 

Senator Gorr. You say there that engineers can design axles that 
will carry heavier loads safely. What we are considering here, though, 
is the highways, not what the axles will carry. 

Mr. Gorman. The reason I bring that up is the fact that when you 
get heavier loads and get on steeper grades brakes may not be efficient. 
I mean the question could be what is the limitation within the truck 
itself? Can you carry heavier loads on axles and still operate safely 
- the highways insofar as the load itself is concerned? It can be 

one. 

Senator Gore. Not without damage to the highways. 

Mr. Gorman. I would like to get into that just a little bit later, if 
you will permit me. 

Senator Gore. All right. 

Mr. Gorman. As an example, the New Jersey Turnpike which was 
built without the aid of Federal funds, was designed for 36,000-pound 
axles, and as a matter of fact, according to some of the engineers 
who designed it, will carry any loads that roll on pneumatic tires. 

Now, the load-carrying capacity of trucks is of great importance 
to the people. Trucks handle between 9 and 10 billion tons of cargo 
per year in this country, and I estimate that the public is paying for 
truck service about $35 billion a year, including merchandise markups. 

It is easily within the realm of automotive engineering to desi 
trucks that would reduce the hauling cost by 20 percent or more a 
utilizing heavier axleloads. Such an improvement could reduce the 
ultimate charges to the public by 6 or 7 billion dollars per year. 
Certainly it behooves the Federal Government, particularly at the 
eve of such a vast expenditure as that discussed, to raise its sights as to 
standards so that the people of this country can obtain the benefit of 











NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM S89 


the latest technological improvements of its design engineers, espe- 
cially when these can mean billions of dollars of savings per year 
to the public. 

The Federal Government should cease advocating an 18,000-pound 
axle limit. Regulation of the sizes and weights of trucks should be 
the function of the States, rather than the Federal Government, 
though the latter properly may and should urge the States to estab- 
lish uniform minimum standards designed to permit the flow of 
property over the highways and between the States unh: umpered by 
unnecessary or unreasonable restrictions. 

Senator Gort. You would recommend the establishment of mini- 
mum standards but no maximum standards / 

Mr. Gorman. The States themselves will set the maximum stand- 
ards. They always do. If the Federal Government would urge that 
there should be—if they want to say an 18,000-pound minimum I 
don’t think there would be any objection to that. That would permit 
the States to go as high as they want to. 

Senator Gorr. You mean nobody would operate a truck at less than 
18,000 pounds ? 

Mr. Gorman. That no State would build roads to carry less than 
18,000 pound axles. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. If we were to accept this approach, that the purpose 
of the highways is to provide a road for the heaviest load axle that the 
engineers can design, I would be inclined to think that my wife has 
the idea, and that is that we should build 1 road for the trucks and 
1 road for the passenger cars. The average motorist is perplexed when 
he gets out on the highway and sees these trucks getting bigger and 
bigger and longer and longer and traveling at the speeds that they do. 

Maybe we ought to do that. Maybe we ought to build a truck route 
so that you could have the maximum truck capacity and then another 
route for the motorcars. 

Mr. Gorman. Senator, I know the public is quite conscious of size 
but I don’t think it is conscious of weight. I didn’t say a word here 
about making them any longer. I am merely talking about greater 
carrying capacity of an axle. 

Senator Casr. The public is conscious when you build very good 
highways and then you have the trucks increasing in numbers, and 
they think of size, too. 

Mr. GorMAN. They do think of size. They are very conscious of 
size. That is the thing they are really very conscious of. I don’t 
know that they are conscious of weight. 

Senator Case. They are conscious of size. When you get a big 
string of trucks ahead of you and you wonder how to get around them 
and down the road, you are conscious of it. 

Mr. Gorman. That is quite true. There is a tremendous public 
payment every year for the handling of commodities by truck. I per- 
sonally estimated $35 billion a year. It isa very heavy sum of money. 
There are savings to be made to be passed on fo the consumer, and I 
think this should be considered. 

If there are no more questions on S. 1160 I will pass on to S. 1048. 

The Private Truck Council of America thinks that bill S. 1048 is 
pretty much in line with most of its predecessors on this subjec t. We 
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are reluctant to see, however, the amount of the Federal aid so high 
that it would invite certain States to excessive expenditures unwar- 
ranted by their financial capacity in striving to furnish matching 
funds so that they could avail themselves of the contribution by the 
Federal Government. Perhaps a figure of $900 million instead of 
$1,600 million set forth in the bill would make the situation easier on 
some of the States. 

The bill provides that the matching ratio for Federal-State expen- 
ditures on the Interstate System shall be: Federal, 6624 percent; State 
3314 percent. The Private Truck Council believes that the Federal 
Government should not go beyond the traditional 50-50 matching 
basis by which most of the Federal aid contributions to the States 
have been made. 

Senator Casr. You are aware, of course, Mr. Gorman, the reason 
why the Interstate System has been opposed on a more liberal Federal 
share than on the others, are you not ? 

Mr. Gorman. Iam not sure. 

Senator Case. In the 1954 act it was made 60—40, and it was because 
the Interstate Systein is being built to higher specifications, and in 
practical application it found the States reluctant to put up the ad- 
ditional money for building to the higher specifications of the Inter- 
state when there was so much clamor for developing other highways. 

The purpose of the larger share in matching is to encourage and 
attract the State highway commissions in proposing projects on the 
Interstate System. 

Mr. Gorman. But that 60-40 is restricted to the Interstate System. 

Senator Casr. The 60—40 is restricted to the Interstate System in the 
1954 act and I think in S. 1048 the 6624 to 3314 is restricted to the 
Interstate. 

Mr. Gorman. Well, sir, this is the act of our board and it says 50-50, 
so that is what I will have to pronounce here. 

Now, as to S. 1573: The Private Truck Council believes that it is 
unnecessary to create a Federal corporation in order to keep the high- 
way system of our country adequate for our needs. Our council 
believes that the States with normal Federal aid, anticipated toll roads, 
private enterprise, and relinquishment by the Federal Government of 
automotive excise taxes can do the job. To the extent that any of the 
features of S. 1160 to which we have expressed objection appear also 
in this bill, we would like to reiterate those objections. 

In addition, the bill states that Federal funds for the Interstate 
System would be matched on a 90-10 Federal-State ratio. For other 
Federal] aid to the primary, secondary, and urban systems, the bill pro- 
vides funds on the usual 50-50 matching basis. The Private Truck 
Council believes that the Federal Government should not go beyond 
the traditional 50-50 matching basis by which most of the Federal-aid 
contributions to the States have been made. 

Section 301 of the bill provides: 


No motor vehicle having a gross weight of 20,000 pounds or more shall be 
operated on or after April 1, 1956, on any highway in the Interstate System 
unless there has been issued for, and is displayed in a conspicuous place on, such 
vehicle, in accordance with the provisions of this title, a current permit license. 

These licenses range from $300 to $1,200 per year. Such a levy 
would simply increase the cost of commodities to the public. Trucks 
are already paying about 35 percent of all highway use taxes and any 
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increase raises the cost of transportation and reaches the public through 
normal trade channels. 

The Private Truck Council is firmly of the opinion that the levying 
of motortruck use taxes should be reserved to the States. They should 
not be levied by the Federal Government nor by any political sub- 
division of a State. 

In summing up, we think it is clear that if the Federal Government 
wants the States to be able to look after themselves in the matter of 
building adequate highways, it should get out of the Federal auto- 
motive excise tax field. There is danger that too many people are 
tempted to overlook the role played by the States in the development 
of our highway system and to forget the importance of safeguarding 
the legitimate activities of the States in this and other connections. 
We feel there should be a maximum of State and local initiative and 
control and, at the same time, the means of exercising such initiative 
and control should be left in their hands. 

Specifically, we recommend, (1) The Federal Government should 
remove itself from the field of automotive excise taxation. The field 
of automotive fuel taxes should be a State matter exclusively. 

(2) Urban multilane ingress and egress highways. The decision 
to build these should rest with the citizens of the States and their will- 
ingness to tax themselves to pay for them. 

(3) The building of toll roads, not supported by the credit of any 
political subdivision, but where a return is indicated on the invest- 
ment of private capital, can be useful in developing the Interstate Sys- 
tem and should be utilized. Federal aid funds should not be used for 
the construction or maintenance of toll roads. Legislation authoriz- 
ing toll roads should stipulate that bonds issued by any turnpike au- 
thority are not to be backed by any governmental credit and that every 
toll road should be converted to a free road at the earliest practicable 
date. 

(4) Diversion of State highway tax revenue to other than highway 
purposes should cease. 

(5) Federal specifications for highway construction which have 
the effect of unduly limiting the carrying capacity of trucks should be 
modified. The Federal Government should cease advocating an 18,- 
000-pound axle limit. Regulation of sizes and weights of trucks 
should be the function of the States rather than of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

(6) The formation of a Federal corporation to expedite the con- 
struction of highways should not be undertaken nor should Federal 
debt be eneaneet for that purpose. Highways should be constructed, 
improved, and maintained from normal revenue sources to the fullest 
possible extent. 

(7) The Federal Government should not exceed the traditional 50- 
50 basis for matching funds for highways. 

You had a question, sir, about breaking up highways? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Gorman. I have some pictures here that I would like to show 
you, if you will permit me. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

Mr. Gorman, I notice that you have put inatable. It is very inter- 
esting. You have a total of $2,165,944,000 as the total Federal auto- 
motive excise tax collection. You have made the point that there are 
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only 4 or 5 States where the States have an allotment in the 1954 Act 
which is equal to their excise tax. 

You could also have made the point that the total Federal appor- 
tionment to the States amount to only $849 million out of the $2,165 
million that is collected in what you call automotive excise taxes. 

To break that down, in Michigan, with $125 million in automotive 
excise taxes, they obviously collect a lot of automotive excise taxes 
that come from people in other States. I think that we ought to have 
a breakdown as to the amount of excise taxes from different sources, 
whether it is tax on the automobile, tax on oils, tax on gasoline, tax on 
tires and tubes, and so forth. 

Mr. Gorman. I will try to get that for you. 

Senator Case. Ohio, for instance, is probably credited with excise 
taxes on a great many tires that are paid for by people who live in 
Tennessee or Florida. 

Mr. Gorman. You mean because the collections are made at the 
factories? 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

Mr. Gorman. You want a breakdown? 

Senator Case. I want a breakdown on this column, certainly as to 
totals, so that we know what makes up these totals. Gasoline taxes 
amount to only about $900 million, for instance. 

Mr. Gorman. I will try to get that for you. 

Senator Gore. I have two letters which I will incorporate into the 
record at this point, one from the Truck-Trailer Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation and the other from the American Automobile Association. 

(The letters are as follows:) 


TRUCK-TRAILER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Washington, D. C. 
Senator DENNIs CHAVEz, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeEaR SENATOR CHAvEz: The Board of Directors of the Truck-Trailer Manu- 
facturers Association, representing firms who make more than 90 percent of all 
truck-trailers, are naturally very much interested in highway legislation now 
pending before the Congress. 

After our membership had been canvassed, the attached resolution was unani- 
mously adopted by our board of directors at its quarterly meeting, held in 
Oklahoma City, Okla., on April 1, 1955. 

It is respectfully submitted for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN B. HULSE, 
Managing Director. 


RESOLUTION—A NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Whereas at the direction of the President of the United States a thorough 
study of our national highway needs has been made by a special study commit- 
tee of the national Governors’ Conference and by the President’s Advisory Com- 
mittee on a National Highway Program; and 

Whereas the recommendations of the aforementioned special committees, the 
Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of the Treasury have been reflected 
in S. 1160, and in H. R. 4260, H. R. 4261, H. R. 4634, and H. R. 4518, all having 
been referred to appropriate committees of the Senate and House of Represent- 
atives ; and 

Whereas, it is our unanimous opinion that the philosophy of employing bond 
financing by the Federal Government in order to quickly rebuild the National 
System of Interstate Highways to assure our defense and continuing prosperity 
in the public interest; and 
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Whereas any great expansion of Federal highway aid to the States on a match- 
ing basis would work great financial hardship on the States; and 

Whereas it would further engender increased State taxation upon the highway 
transportation industry: and 

Whereas the highway transportation industry is presently paying from one- 
third to one-half of the Nation's highway bill: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the Truck-Trailer Manufacturers Asso 
ciation, Inc., representing the manufacturers who make more than 90 percent of 
all truck trailers produced in this Nation, and assembled in quarterly meeting 
this first day of April 1955 at Oklahoma City, Okla., does hereby endorse the gen- 
eral philosophy of Federal bond financing of the National System of Interstate 
Highways as reflected in the above-mentioned bills now pending in Congress, and 
does direct the Secretary to forward copies of this resolution to all Members of 
Congress who may be concerned. 


(Letter from the American Automobile Association :) 


AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 4, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, Senate Committee on Public Worke, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR GorE: First, may I commend you and your subcommittee 
on the impressive and valuable work which you are doing in the hearings which 
you are conducting concerning proposals for a greatly accelerated highway-im- 
provement program. Would that the general public might know of the care and 
thoroughness with which you are going into this matter which has such a tre- 
mendous long-range significance to our country’s future. 

You know, I am sure, of the continuing interest of our organization in high- 
way matters over the past 50 years and of our strong desire for constructive, 
forward-looking highway-improvement programs suited to the highway-trans- 
portation needs of today and tomorrow. 

Herewith we submit a statement as to our association’s position on various 
aspects of the subject now before you. We are furnishing additional copies for 
members of your subcommittee and such other distribution as you may deem 
appropriate. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM A. STINCHCOMR, 
Chairman, AAA Highway Committee. 


STATEMENT OF AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION CONCERNING PROPOSED HIGH- 
WAY LEGISLATION TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ROADS OF THE UNITED STATES 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorkKS, APRIL 4, 1955 


The American Automobile Association, organized in 1902, is a federation of 
717 independent automobile clubs and branches in every State of the Union, and 
having as members over 4,600,000 owners of passenger cars. 

Its highway policies are formulated through democratic processes: Policy pro- 
posals are first considered by a representative highway committee. They are 
then considered by a policy committee of substantial size, representing all areas 
of the country. Measures approved by the policy committee come before an 
annual convention for consideration by delegates representing the various affil- 
iated clubs and State associations. Throughout this procedure, the objective is 
to serve the best interest of our membership, of highway transportation, and the 
public welfare. The constructive interest of our association and affiliated clubs 
in highway improvement over the last half century is a matter of public record. 

Commendation of stepped-up highway-improvement program: At its last 
annual convention, the American Automobile Association went on record in favor 
of a greatly stepped-up highway-improvement program, and expressed enthu- 
siasm over the possibility of developing a modernization program which will meet 
with widespread public support. 

Top priority to the National System of Interstate Highways: Since the 
National System of Interstate Highways was designated in compliance with 
the request of Congress in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944, our association 
has consistently advocated the expeditious completion of that system at suitably 
high standards. In the highway modernization legislation now under consider- 
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ation by your committee, our association strongly urges that top priority be given 
to the National System of Interstate Highways since it constitutes the most 
important roads in the country from the standpoints of national defense, trans- 
portation, and the general economy. 

Extent of regular Federal aid: Completion of the Interstate System should 
be considered as a special top priority task for which special financial and other 
measures should be adopted. The association also continues its support of 
regular Federal aid and asserts that “Federal aid, on a substantial scale, 
should continue with respect to general purpose roads of national significance 
and should be based on transportation needs for those roads.” The amount of 
regular Federal aid should be determined by the Congress on the basis of 
overall economic considerations, national defense requirements and other vital 
interests of the Government. Except for the traditional formula for public 
land States, the Federal cost for projects on the regular Federal aid system, 
other than the Interstate System, should not exceed 50 percent of the cost of 
right-of-way and construction, but not to include the cost of maintenance. 

Various beneficiaries should pay their share: Since the proposed highway 
improvement program is designed to improve our national economy, the general 
welfare, and national defense as well as to serve our transportation needs, the 
various beneficiaries should pay their equitable share of the cost. 

Fifty percent or more of Federal funds to Interstate System: The association 
urgest that not less than 50 percent of all Federal funds for roads be earmarked 
for the Interstate System. 

Completion date for National System of Interstate Highways: The executive 
committee of our association, meeting on March 17 and 18, reaffirmed the 
desirability of completing this system expeditiously and at high standards, but 
decided that the association’s position should be that this vital network be 
completed at a time not to exceed 15 years from the time the Congress adopts 
legislation for an accelerated program for such construction. 

Desirable as an early completion date is, there are other important considera- 
tions. Too great haste almost inevitably means inefficiency and waste of road 
dollars. So important is this basic road network that it should have the best 
engineering design possible; yet there is a serious shortage of trained and 
experienced highway engineers for even the present rate of highway construc- 
tion. If highway contractors have to build up their organizations and step 
up greatly the amount of specialized heavy-road equipment needed, they will 
inevitably think in terms of writing off those additional expenses within the 
period of stepped-up construction, since there will be no assurance that they 
ean continue to utilize such quantities of equipment thereafter. A construction 
period longer than 10 years will also permit more pay-as-you-go financing. 

Furthermore, during whatever accelerated improvement period is adopted 
for the interstate system, our association believes that there should be a 
parallel program for accelerated improvement of the more important elements 
of other Federal-aid roads. This program will also call for additional high- 
quality engineering work. It will likewise place an additional load on road 
contractors. There is also the problem of the ability of States to provide the 
necessary funds to match the various Federal-aid apportionments, which would 
obviously be more difficult for a 10-year improvement program than for one 
covering a longer period. 

It is such considerations which led our executive committee to determine that 
the association’s position should call for somewhat more flexibility as to com- 
pletion date, and in place of the 10-year period. which had earlier been de- 
clared, the association now recommends as a practical matter a somewhat longer 
period, namely not to exceed 15 years. Thus, the association would favor extend- 
ing the 10-year period set forth in S. 1160. We would not regard the provisions of 
S. 1048 as adequate from the standpoint of time of completion of this vital 
network. 

Federal share of Interstate System cost—State responsibility for plans. con- 
struction, maintenance, and policing: The association urges that the Federal 
share of right-of-way and construction cost for the Interstate System be not 
less than 75 percent. It takes this position because of the unique transportation 
significance of the Interstate System and its great importance for defense. and 
because it is so clearly the system for which primary Federal responsibility is 
indicated. The association believes that the Federal Government should de- 
termine the standards for this system. However, it urges with equal conviction 
that the States, with customary participation of their political subdivisions, 














pepe 


Pee 


oe 


eta OF 


Fe a ons 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM S95 


should have the responsibility for preparation of plans, construction, policing 
and maintenance of their parts of this system. 

Credit financing for Interstate System: The association's position regarding 
credit financing on the Interstate System is as follows: “To the extent that the 
desired accelerated construction of the interstate network cannot be accomplished 
with current revenue, the association urges credit financing based on other reve 
nues than tolls.” Bond financing for the acquisition of expressway rights-of-way 
is also specifically suggested by the association, 

Opposition to reimbursement to States for sections of Interstate System: At its 
recent meeting, the AAA executive committee considered the idea of reimburse- 
ment to States as proposed in 8S. 1160 for existing and future sections of the 
Interstate System completed to acceptable standards. Our executive committee 
adopted the following position: The AAA opposes in principal any reimburse- 
ment to any State for public roads or toll roads as a part of any Federal legisla- 
tion for financing of the National System of Interstate Highways.” 

Toll-free Interstate System: The association’s position has always been that 
the National System of Interstate Highways should be toll free. It points out 
that “there are some toll roads on what appear to be routes of the National Sys- | 
tem of Interstate Highways” and declares that “measures should be adopted so 
that these may become toll free at the earliest possible date.” The association 
opposes any plan such as is embodied in 8. 1160 which would permit toll financing 
for any future segment of the Interstate System. 

More emphasis on urban highway problems: The association calls for very 
great increases in assistance to cities for highways by both State and Federal 
Governments, pointing out that by far the most serious and complicated highway 
problems are in urban areas where half of all motor vehicle mileage is built up, 
and more than half of highway user revenues is produced. 

Highway rights-of-way: The American Automobile Association urges that 
the Federal Government and the State governments develop as quickly as poss!- 
ble a comprehensive land program for acquisition of adequate rights-of-way tor 
future highway programs and for full protection of the rights-of-way when they 
have been acquired. The profitable experience of California in the advance 
acquisition of rights-of-way indicates that very large savings can be achieved 
by such advance acquisition. 

Controlled access; Roadside zoning: The association continues its long-stand- 
ing position that Federal aid for highways is a legitimate and traditional 
charge against general taxes. It opposes Federal excise taxes on motor vehicles 
and accessories, and on motor fuel and motor oil. Levying of special road user 
taxes should be solely the prerogative of the various States. 


Senator Gore. The committee will meet again at 2 o'clock this after- 
noon. It will then undertake to hear the remaining witnesses. The 
utility group was advised that it would be heard at 2. Following their 


appearance we will hear Mr. John V. Lawrence and Mr. William A. 
Bresnahan, we hope, this afternoon. 


The committee will stand adjourned at this time until 2 o'clock, 
rm or ° 
(Thereupon, at 12: 35 p. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. 


The committee is very pleased to have with it the distinguished 
Congressman from Florida, Mr. Bennett. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennett. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate this opportunity to testify before your subcommittee 
on the need for Federal legislation providing for assumption by the 
Federal Government of its fair and just share of public utility reloca- 
tion expenses necessitated by construction of Federal highways. 
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The need for this legislation was called to my attention by the prob- 
lems which have developed as a result of the construction of a Federal 
highway through the center of the city of Jacksonville, Fla. In our 
city the city owns the electric utility. 

The State road board and the Federal highway people agreed on a 
location which suited them fine, but it did not suit the city of Jackson- 
ville at all, because this particular location necessitated relocation of 
utility facilities, at a cost of $114 to $2 million. If they had con- 
structed the highway a block to the right or a block to the left, as the 
city requested, this expenditure could have been avoided or minimized. 

Briefly, there are several reasons why cost of public utility relocation 
should be considered a part of the cost of highway construction. First, 
the cost of alterations to railroads is already recognized as a legitimate 
part of the highway construction costs. There is no logical or ethical 
reason why such discrimination between railroad and nonrailroad 
utilities should be allowed to continue. 

Second, the law as it now stands creates an inequity because in 
some States this Federal benefit is available and in others it is not. 
Whatever a State wants to do with its own highway system should be 
left up to the State involved, but a Federal benefit should not be with- 
held from a local utility on the basis of a State’s highway policies. 

Third, to allow the present condition to continue places a double bur- 
den on residents of the localities involved by requiring Federal taxa- 
tion for support of the Federal highway system and also requiring in- 
creased local taxes or utility rates to pay for the Federal function of 
moving the utilities for the Federal highway. 

Fourth, as shown by the problem in Jacksonville, the present state 
of the law leads to economic waste. The public utility is given no 
voice in determining where a highway is to be located. This means 
that those who make this decision may effect a small economy or 
acquire a minor advantage for the highway at the cost of a tremendous 
expenditure or disadvantage to the public utility. 

Since the public pays public utility expenses through its rates or, 
in the case of municipally owned public utilities, such as those in 
Jacksonville, through local taxes, this means that a small saving to the 
public through Federal highway taxes is offset by a large expenditure 
through public utility charges or local taxes. The net effect is an 
comeaaeaadl 

Before I close, I would like to read a statement by Mayor Haydon 
Burns, of Jacksonville, which he asked me to make before this sub- 
committee today : 


On behalf of the city of Jacksonville, I strongly urge Federal legislation to 
include cost of removal and relocation of utility facilities such as electric and 
signal lines, water mains, and sewers on Federal-aid highways in the Inter- 
state System as a part of construction costs of such highways, and to afford 
to these utilities similar relief to that now accorded railroad utilities. We stand 
on our past statements filed before committees of the House and Senate in 
support of justice of such legislation and are badly in need of same. 


Thank you, gentlemen, for permitting me to appear here today on 
this important problem. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Congressman. The committee appre- 
ciates your contribution. 

The committee will next hear Mr. E. C. Yokley, vice chairman, 


committee on municipally owned utilities, National Institute of 
Municipal Law Officers. 
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STATEMENT OF E. C. YOKLEY, NASHVILLE, TENN., VICE CHAIR- 
MAN, COMMITTEE ON MUNICIPALLY OWNED UTILITIES, NA- 
TIONAL INSTITUTE OF MUNICIPAL LAW OFFICERS 


Mr. Yoxuey. Mr. Chairman, before I begin I would like to state 
that I have received from home a copy of a telegram from Judge 
Charles Blackard, of the Nashville Electric and Power Board, with 
a copy of the telegram sent to you. In that he makes reference to 
requests for incorporating a previous statement that he had given 
last year to the House subcommittee and asks that that be made a part 
of the proceedings. 

Senator Gore. Without objection, that will be incorporated in the 
record, together with the telegram. 

Mr. Yokxuey. Mr. Chairman and Senator Case, my name is E. C. 
Yokley. I am engaged im the general practice of law in Nashville, 
Tenn. I am special utility counsel for the First Suburban Utility 
District of Davidson C ounty, Tenn., which or ganization holds mem- 
bership in the American Water Works Association and the National 
Institute of Municipal Law Officers. 

I am vice chairman of the committee on municipally owned utilities 
of the latter organization. I served for 14 years in the legal depart- 
ment of the city of Nashville, Tenn., and held the position of director 
of that department during 1949, 1950, and 1951. 

I appear before you tod: ay representing my own utility district, 
municipal corpor ation organized under the general laws of the St: Pe 
of Tennessee, and I also appear for the National Institute of Munici ipal 
Law Officers at the request of the Honorable Henry C. Curtis, the city 
attorney of New Orleans, La., who presently serves as president of 
the organization. 

The National Institute of Municipal Law Officers is an organization 
composed of the legal advisers of approximately 900 leading American 
municipalities. At the December 1952 meeting of this organization 
held in Louisville, Ky., the following resolution was adopte d: 

Whereas the Federal-aid highway program has caused, and will continue to 
cause, municipally and publicly owned utilities to expend large sums to move and 
relocate utility facilities to accommodate Federal-aid projects, thus imposing 
an onerous and unwarranted burden on users of utility service ; and 

Whereas under the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 rail- 
roads are reimbursed from Federal funds for the cost of relocating their facili- 
ties in connection with Federal-aid projects but other utilities are discriminated 
against in that they are not so reimbursed under said act: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers urge the Con- 
gress of the United States to enact legislation providing that publicly owned 
utilities be relieved of the costly burden of relocating utility facilities when 
caused by Federal-aid projects. 

This action was prompted by the need for relief by many of our 
member municipalities in connection with the ever-increasing expense 
of relocating their utility facilities to accommodate Federal-aid high- 
way construction. Municipalities operate water, sewer, electric, and 
other utility services. 

These respective utility facilities have been carefully located and 
are perfectly adequate, and in many instances are relatively new, 
having been financed initially by bond issues, and they are operated 
and maintained through current budget allocations. Water, gas and 
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electric facilities are operated in a proprietary capacity, and sanitary 
and storm sewers are seoaeseanael abiiiegs. 

The relocation of these facilities cannot be accomplished without 
substantial destruction, and in many States the burden of relocating 
these facilities to accommodate Federal-aid highway construction falls 
uerey on the municipalities without any reimbursement or benefits. 
The impact of these relocation expenditures is felt at the taxpayer or 
consumer level in our municipalities. 

The average citizen and user of municipal utility service is a heavil 
taxed individual. He pays income taxes, excise taxes, and automobile 
gasoline taxes to the Federal Government. At the State level he pays 
a very high gasoline tax. He feels that when he does these things 
he has contributed his fair share of any Federal-aid roadbuilding pro- 
gram. The leaders of our municipalities agree with him, and hesitate 
to impose any additional burden on this taxpayer, especially in connec- 
tion with roadbuilding of a character susceptible to use by travelers 
from faraway places. 

This problem serves to compound the difficulties confronting the 
municipalities under today’s conditions. While sources of municipal 
revenue constantly dwindle, demands for various services by the people 
continue to pile up. In most municipalities it is a touch-and-go prop- 
osition to get through any budget year. Most municipalities have 
reached the danger point in their lawful debt limitation. 

Thus it may be seen that when the average municipality is con- 
fronted with demands to relocate its own facilities on and in its own 
streets at its sole expense to accommodate Federal-aid highway con- 
struction, it finds that it cannot do so without the imposition of an 
intolerable burden on its taxpayers. 

As in the case of other utilities, this problem did not plague the 
municipalities in the early days of Federal participation in highway 
construction. Federal-aid highway programs had their beginnings 
about the year 1916 and gradually increased with the years. The real 
upswing in Federal-aid highway participation, however, began im- 
mediately following World War II and has rapidly increased since 
that time. 

As the newly developed programs became a reality, the munici- 
palities that were called on to relocate their utility facilities to accom- 
odate Federal-aid highway construction projects began to feel the 
»inch. That is why the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers 

ecame interested in this problem and adopted in 1952 the resolution 
to which I have already referred. 

The step-up in Federal appropriations for highway purposes, as 
recommended by the President’s Advisory Committee on a national 
highway program, and as indicated in bills now under consideration 
by this subcommittee, carries with it the inevitable threat of increased 
burdens on those municipalities which, under present laws, practices, 
and regulations will be called on to pay the full bill for utility facility 
relocations. As a matter of fact, this increasing tempo of urban high- 
way construction greatly aggravates the problem already faced by the 
utilities at all levels and especially the municipal utilities. 

Every municipality is grateful for the assistance it gets through 
the program of Federal-aid highway construction. The municipal- 
ities, however, feel that these huge urban projects with divided lanes, 





“epee ea a roads 


BR 








coe 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM S99 


cloverleaves, overpasses and underpasses, are beyond the pale of 
local improvements; are national in character and are designed to 
move traffic at the interstate level and in aid of the national defense. 
Under the circumstances the municipalities suggest that such an 
2zmbitious program of Federal-aid construction transcends the scope 
and extent of local responsibility. 

The hardship imposed on many municipalities faced with mounting 
demands to relocate their utility facilities by the State highway 
departments and the Bureau of Public Roads is pointed up by the fact 
that these projects have frequently been paralyzed in important 
urban areas due to the inability of local governments to defray the 
expense of relocating their facilities. 

The municipalities are not troubled over contractual rights in and 
to the use of their streets by their utility services. They hold their 
streets in trust for their people. They recognize that the public needs 
all of the uses of the street or highway, that in the public interest, and 
to furnish services more economically, the streets must be utilized 
for the accommodation of utility facilities. 

The fact remains, however, that while the municipalities of some 
States receive assistance in relocating their utility facilities, the 
municipalities of many States are not so fortunate. The same situa- 
tion exists respecting other utilities both publicly and privately owned. 

Even a casual examination of the tables appended to the utility 
relocation report of the Secretary of Commerce indicates the truth of 
this statement. The lack of uniformity in the treatment of the problem 
has created confusion and misunder standing that has greatly impaired 
the efforts of our Government in moving ‘forward with its program 
of necessary defense highway construction. 

As its resolution demonstrates, the municipalities which are mem- 
bers of the National Institute of "Municipal oe Officers believe that 
it is most desirable to put an end to the present lack of uniformity of 

the program in different States and the steadily mounting volume 
of litigation and delays occasioned thereby. 

We feel that the proper solution and the only one which will insure 
uniformity in administering the Federal highway program lies in 
amending the Federal highway laws so that utility relocation costs 
may be included in the definition of construction costs contained in 
the act, as amended. 

It has been said that the effect of the change which we are advo- 
cating would be to slow up the highway program. We believe the 
contrary is true. The existing practice has led to inequity, confusion, 
litigation, and delay and, unless remedied, will continue to do so. 
There is presently no uniformity in the handling of this reimburse- 
ment problem in the different States. Reimbursement of utilities 
is allowed in whole or in part in some States and wholly denied in 
others. 

I have heretofore tried to point up the problem faced by municipali- 
ties in connection with construction in urban areas. In the smaller 
communities the discrimination evident under present laws and prac- 
tices is most severe. I want to point to a particularly inequitable 
feature. 

The cost of relocating utility facilities which occurs in amy one year 
is not borne equally by all utilities and the users of their services. 
This cost is paid entirely by the relatively few utilities which are 
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unfortunate enough to be in the path of the highway improvements 
which occur in that year. 

I have a chart which will help to illustrate what I am trying to say. 
Mr. Chairman, I will take but a moment if I may make reference to 
this chart. Here, gentlemen, we have three communities. Here is 
what is supposed to represent a Federal-aid highway improvement 
coming through communities. Here is the town of A designated 
Aville, the town of B, and the town of C. It may be seen that the 
highway, as is frequently the case, comes through town A. It misses 
town ©. But the residents and rate payers in town B and in town C, 
through access roads, use this highway just as much as do the people 
of town A through which the major artery traverses. 

Yet here is a municipality whose facilities have got to be readjusted 
asa part of the construction cost of this program, while the rate payers, 
citizens, and taxpayers of these municipalities B and C, are not 
affected. They get the benefit of the road but they do not pay for the 
cost of the improvement. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 






BEEVILLE 


AVILLE 


Mr. Yoxtry. This is just a sample of what happens in many, many 
cities, large and small, over the country. 

This chart shows three towns and I ask you to assume, as is often 
the case, that the utility services are furnished by the individual cities 
and private companies serving only the individual towns. The high- 
way passes through town A but does not touch towns B and C, although 
their citizens use the highway through access roads. 

Because the utility facilities in town A are relocated at great expense, 
the users of utility services in town A bear that expense. Because 
the facilities in towns B and C are not disturbed, the utility users in 
B and C are not burdened. Perhaps their time will come next year 
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or 5 years from now. No utility can plan its budget to provide for 
these expenses which can be disastrously high because there is no 
certain way of knowing when the highway department will build a 
highway through its facilities. 

Last year in hearings before the Subcommittee on Roads of the 
House Public Works Committee, Mayor William Hartsfield, of 
Atlanta, testified that these Federal-aid projects can bankrupt some 
municipalities with the demands made upon them to relocate utility 
facilities. 

In directing the preparation of this exhibit, I recalled the statement 
of Mayor Hartsfield, as I considered the plight of the small utility 
district I represent, which lies in the area south of the city of Nash- 
ville. As in the case of the little community indicated on the exhibit, 
a Federal-aid project extends for 2 miles through the area in which 
my client furnishes water to its customers and rate payers. 

We have been called upon to relocate our facilities at our own 
expense, and, under a mandatory injunction of the courts, we have 
done so. The cost has amounted to $93,000, which represents 12.5 
percent of the total investment of this small utility district. I do not 
know how we will ultimately finance this burden. 

In whatever manner the relocation of these facilities is financed, 
payment for a part of this project to accommodate interstate traffic 
must be borne by our 5,100 local water subscribers. They will not 
be able to stand it without an increase in rates, and it would not be 
fair if they could. In other words, our rate payers are called on to 
subsidize a heavy portion of a road-widening project for 2 miles south 
of Nashville on a Federal-aid highway leading to Atlanta and fur- 
nishing necessary access to the Arnold Engineering Development Cen- 
ter, a highly important testing laboratory under the supervision of 
the Department of Defense. Surely this is a nonlocal project. This 
illustration, so close to home that it hurts, is given to you solely 
because it is illustrative of a situation which exists in many, many 
States. 

There can be no doubt that the Federal Government, in building a 
national system of defense highways, is providing for the national 
welfare and the national defense. The cost of relocating utility facil- 
ities is part and parcel of the cost of building this national system 
of highways. 

If Congress is to recognize that the cost of relocating utility facil- 
ities should be treated like any other cost of road construction, the 
Members of Congress should understand the nature of the utility 
problem and its impact on the users of utility services. 

It is beyond dispute that our problem stems from the Federal inter- 
est in highway improvement. The President’s Advisory Committee 
on a national highway program in its January 1955 report to the 
President states unequivocally that a safe and efficient highway net- 
work is essential to America’s military and civil defense, and to the 
economy ; that the existing system is inadequate for both current and 
future needs and that it must be improved to meet urgent requirements 
of a growing population and an expanding economy. 

Thus it may be seen that the problem attendant upon highway 
expansion is a national one that is receiving primary attention at the 
national level. This being true, the Federal obligation with respect 
to the cost of relocating “utility facilities on Federal-aid highways 





902 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


should not be made to turn on considerations of local law or contractual 
obligations or the exercise of police power by States or municipalities. 

We know from past experience that this can only result in a com- 
plete lack of uniformity of treatment of the users of utility services, 
and can only be productive of much confusion and delay on vitally 
needed projects. 

It is my considered opinion that the position of the Bureau of 
Public Roads that this problem should be handled by the States at 
the local level is untenable. The utilities are only requesting relief 
in connection with Federal-aid projects. The problem confronting 
the utilities cannot be divorced from the problem and responsibilities 
which the Federal Government has itself undertaken and assumed in 
connection with development of a modern system of interstate 
highways. 

No city attorney for whom I speak desires a subsidy for hia munici- 
pality. They likewise are not seeking a subsidy for private utility 
companies. There is no desire to build or improve municipal or pri- 
vate utility facilities at Federal expense, as some claim. However, we 
emphatically do not want the financial condition of struggling and 
inadequately financed municipalities worsened by an unfair and in- 
equitable contribution to a program nonlocal in character. 

We are likewise opposed to placing the burden of relocation on our 
local utilities which 1n turn must recoup this expense from our citizens 
who arethe rate payers. That is why we feel that our Federal statutes 
relating to highways should be amended so as to include within the 
definition of construction costs the reimbursement of utilities facilities 
in connection with Federal-aid highway projects. 

Unless and until you can end the discrimination presently existing 
by enacting into law regulations that will adequately resolve this per- 
plexing problem of utility-facility relocation, it will be a constant de- 
terrent to the development of the fine system of national highways 
that this committee and the Congress want to provide. 

When and if you do this, you will witness a cooperative effort among 
utilities, State highway departments, and the Bureau of Public Roads, 
that will, for the first time, bring order out of chaos in Federal-aid 
highway construction, and produce the needed improvements for na- 
tional defense that I know to be the ambition and goal of the members 
of your committee and the Congress. 

In behalf of the National Institute of Municipal Law Officers, I wish 
to thank the chairman of this subcommittee, Senator Gore, for his 
kindness and consideration in extending to us this opportunity to be 
heard, and I wish to thank each member of this subcommittee for his 
courteous attention and interest. 

All of you are busy men, with heavy responsibilities upon you, and 
we appreciate the time you are giving us. In no other nation on earth 
can those who have problems that affect their daily lives be heard with 
such kindness and in such a democratic atmosphere by those in whose 
hands their welfare and best interests lie. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Yokley, for a very 
interesting statement. The committee appreciates your contribution. 

Senator McNamara, do you have any questions? 

Senator McNamara. No; I have no questions. 

Senator Gorr. Senator Case? 
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Senator Case. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, just a personal 
problem which has been brought before the committee repeatedly. | 
think it is particularly acute in Florida and Tennessee from where we 
had the testimony today. In consideration of the 1954 act, at one 
point in the committee’s executive meeting I proposed that we establish 
3 percent as the amount of the project cost that we would allow for 
this purpose. I think we had an estimate from the American Associa- 
tion of Municipal Officials that the average over the country would be 
5 percent. 

It was pointed out that in the States where the States now recognize 
the utility cost as a part of the highway project cost, we do share— 
that is, if the State law is such that it recognizes utility relocation as 
a part of the cost of the highway project, the Federal Government's 
share is by sharing the total cost of the project. 

Many of those who testified last year thought that the Federal Gov- 
ernment ought not to leave it to State law, as you have suggested here. 
So that, as I say, I did suggest that we permit 3 percent, which would 
be something over 50 percent of the cost. 

But the majority of the committee did not accept that point of view 
and we understood also there was difficulty in getting that point of view 
accepted in the House committee, and that is where it rested. 

Mr. Yoxtry. I would like to state, if 1 may, in response to your re- 
marks, if you will recall our testimony at that time, I think last year, 
we testified that on our own initiative the utility groups had conducted 
a survey in 12 representative States, and I believe that the results of 
that survey showed about a 4.8 or 4.6 percentage of the total highway 
cost, and maybe about half of that of the Federal participation in it. 

I have only had an opportunity—I do not have a copy yet, it has 
not been printed—I have been shown some figures which appear in 
the report of the Secretary of Commerce which would have helped us 
if we had had more time to have that and examine it. I understand 
that the reports and figures given on the basis of the study by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, which was conducted by the Bureau of Public 
Roads with cooperation from the utilities, bears out substantially the 
figures in the cost study we made in the 12 States, and in fact brings 
it somewhat under the 5 percent. 

I understand that this study will show about 4 percent instead of 
5 percent, Senator, for the total appropriation, and about 2 percent 
for the amount of Federal. 

Senator Case. For the Federal share of the cost ? 

Mr. Yoxtey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. At least the conclusion of a majority of the commit- 
tee last year was that the efforts could appropriately be directed to the 
several States in that wherever the State law does recognize that as 
part of the cost, the Federal Government does stand ready to share 
the cost today. 

Mr. Yoxiry. We feel that since it is a Federal problem, as long as 
we have the situation of its being left to the State laws, that we will 
always have the confusion and misunderstanding and inequities of it, 
because where you have an interstate highway traversing several 
States, maybe in Kentucky you will have one rule on it and in Tennes- 
see another, we feel that the uniformity should be corrected at the 
Federal level. 
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We hope that the members of the committee might see fit in a full 
consideration of it to maybe change their minds this time. We hope 
that, anyhow. We appreciate all you can do for us. 

Senator McNamara (presiding). Do you have any questions, 
Senator ? 

Senator Hruska. No, sir. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. BLACKARD, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
ELECTRIC POWER BOARD FOR CITY OF NASHVILLE, TENN., AND 
REPRESENTING THE TVA PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Biackarp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
just want to say at present I am representing the Nashville Electric 
Power Co., of which I am general counsel, and the ‘Tennessee Valley 
Public Power Association, which has included in its membership 126 
municipalities and cooperatives in Tennessee, Georgia, Alabama, 
Mississippi, Kentucky, Virginia, and North Carolina. 

I have two statements I would like to file. 

Mr. Grorce. Thank you, sir. 

(The statements of Mr. Blackard are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. BLACKARD, ELECTRIC POWER BOARD OF THE CITY OF 
NASHVILLE, TENN., THE TENNESSEE VALLEY PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Charles G. 
Blackard. I am general counsel for the Electric Power Board of the City of 
Nashville, Tenn., and am also representing and speaking for and in behalf of 
the Tennessee Valley Public Power Association, which association has included 
in its membership 126 municipalities and cooperatives, distributing Tennessee 
Valley Authority electricity and power in Tennessee, Georgia, Alabama, Mis- 
sissippi, Kentucky, Virginia, and North Carolina. Seventy-eight of these dis- 
tribution systems are municipally owned, 35 are REA-financed cooperatives, 
and the remainder are county systems. 

The electric distribution systems for whom I speak are wholly dependent upon 
their revenues for the cost of operation, maintenance, upkeep, current and 
power at wholesale, amortization charges and redemption of revenue bonds 
or Other indebtedness, extensions and additions, a tax equivalent to the city 
and the counties. Under the statutes and the provisions of the contract between 
these utilities and the Tennessee Valley Authority and under the covenants 
with the bondholders of the outstanding bonds, the revenues are earmarked for 
the above purposes, with provision that all remaining revenues shall be con- 
sidered surplus and shall serve as a basis for the reduction or elimination of 
surcharges and/or reduction of rates. To date there has been no surplus, at 
least insofar as the majority, if not all, of these systems are concerned. These 
distribution systems have no funds other than those received from the sale of 
power and electricity. 

There is no provision, as above stated, that these utilities may expend these 
funds for the readjustment of their facilities to accommodate Federal-aid high- 
way projects. If these funds which come from the ratepayers must be used 
to pay a part of the cost of Federal-aid highway projects, this means that this 
relatively small segment of the citizen body must contribute twice—once through 
assessment of taxes and a second time through increased subscriber rates. This 
is, in effect, double taxation, for a project carried out for the benefit of the pub- 
lic generally. 

For example, the Federal Aid Highway Act and the Federal funds appro- 
priated and expended thereunder may only be justified on the basis that the 
Federal-aid highway system is essential to national defense and essential civil- 
ian transportation over an integrated system, not to serve merely the convenience 
of one small locality, but the convenience and welfare of the Nation and all the 
people therein. 

The Nashville Electric Service, which is operated by the Electric Power Board 
of the City of Nashville, consists of more than 2,500 miles of lines, 65,000 poles, 
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19.000 transformers and related equipment, representing an investment of more 
than $40 million. This distribution system, as of the end of May this year had 
100,242 customers, 

All of these customers pay Federal taxes, out of which the Federal-aid high 
way funds are appropriated. In addition to making their contribution, as afore 
said, for Federal-aid highways, these same customers are further called upon 
to make further contributions to the cost of these highways, by removing and 
relocating the facilities of this system at the expense of the ratepayers, which: 
is, in fact, at their own expense, to accommodate the Federal-aid highway 
projects. 

Another example: A bridge is being presently built across the Cumberland 
River at Nashville, Tenn. This bridge is a Federal-aid project and was approved 
by the Federal Bureau of Roads only after it was shown that the said bridge 
would become an important and integral link in the integrated highway system 
to serve not only the people of Nashville, but the people from all sections of the 
country who travel through Nashville from points of termini far distant. 

Some few years ago the Electric Power Board of the City of Nashville pur- 
chased from the United States of America and the Tennessee Valley Authority 
a power transmission line which crosses the Cumberland River at the site of 
the proposed bridge. This easement cost the power board $84,000. 

The power board is now told that a portion of this line interferes with the 
construction of the new bridge and the power board is called upon to relocate said 
powerline, at its own expense. Both the Federal and the State governments re- 
fuse to reimburse any portion of this relocation cost. This is only one example 
of the many that exist in this area and no doubt a similar situation exists 
throughout the entire United States. 

By mandate of at least two decisions of the United States Supreme Court and 
one decision of the Court of Appeals of the State of Tennessee, in which cer- 
tiorari was denied by the Supreme Court, and by express provisions of the Fed- 
eral Highway Act, the railroads are relieved of the burden of readjusting their 
facilities at their own expense at railroad grade crossings, to accommodate Fed- 
eral-aid highway projects. 

The nonrailroad utilities, both publicly and privately owned are not relieved 
of this burden, but, without notice, without hearing, and without receiving 
benefit, are burdened with these costs. The decisions above referred to held 
that the effort to charge the railroads with this burden of readjusting their 
facilities at their own expense, to accommodate Federal-aid highway project, 
was in violation of the due-process clause and the 14th amendment. We think 
the nonrailroad utilities should be given the same equal treatment given to the 
railroads, 

Under the regulations of the Federal Bureau of Roads as administered, where 
facilities of a utility are located within an existing highway right-of-way and their 
removal or readjustment is required in order that a Federal-aid highway project 
may be constructed, Federal funds are not eligible for paying any part of the 
cost of removing or adjusting such facilities, unless it should be determined 
that either the laws of the State or the terms of the permit, franchise, or agree- 
ment, pursuant to which the public right-of-way is occupied, relieve the utility 
of the obligation to bear such cost. 

In Tennessee these utilities, by statute, are granted the unreserved and un- 
limited right to the use of public thoroughfares, for their utility poles and lines. 
There is no obligation imposed upon the utility to bear such cost. Yet repre- 
sentatives of the city of Nashville have, on numerous occasions, called wpon the 
Federal Bureau of Roads to relieve these utilities of the cost of readjusting 
their facilities to accommodate these Federal-aid projects. 

In one instance the Federal Bureau of Roads granted the relief sought, but 
in all other instances in which the Electric Power Board of the City of Nash- 
Ville was concerned the Federal Bureau of Roads refused to permit the use of 
Federal funds for the readjustment and relocation of these facilities which 
accommodated Federal-aid projects. 

In one instance the Southern Bell Telephone Co. refused to readjust its 
facilities to accommodate a Federal-aid project in Nashville. The matter was 
taken to court and our highest court held that no such obligation was imposed 
upon the utility. 

By relieving these utilities of the burden of paying these relocation and read- 
justment costs, to accommodate Federal-aid highways, no Federal funds would 
he diverted and used for the benefit of the utilities located within the highway 
right-of-way. These utilities in this State have a vested right and a property 
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right in these highways and there is no justification for calling upon these 
utilities to subsidize the Federal Government, the State government, the mu- 
nicipal and county governments, in their roadbuilding programs. The presence 
of utility facilities in the highway constitutes a proper highway use. 

If these utilities are relieved of the obligation of adjusting, at their own ex- 
pense, their facilities, to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects, the Fed- 
eral program of urgently needed highway development would be accelerated. 
The Electric Power Board of the City of Nashville, like many of the other utili- 
ties throughout this area, has refused to relocate or readjust its facilities at its 
own expense and presently there are a number of cases pending in court, which, 
of course, holds up each project. 

For example, the project on U. S. Highway 31-A and 41-A, leading south out 
of Nashville, has been held up for a period of several years, because the Federal 
Bureau of Roads refuses to permit funds to be used to relocate utility facilities 
to accommodate this project. The matter is now pending in court, the con- 
tractor has withdrawn from the job, and it presently appears that it will be a 
long time before work is resumed on this project. 

Incidentally, this project was incorporated in the Federal-aid highway pro- 
gram in 1946. The facilities of one of the utilities on this project are not even 
located within the existing highway right-of-way, vet that utility is called 
upon to relocate its facilities, at its own cost, and abandon its property rights. 

Most States have express statutory enactments affirmatively requiring rail- 
roads to pay all or a part of the cost of eliminating grade crossings. There is no 
statute or court holding, with which we are familiar, which affirmatively requires 
nonrailroad utilities to pay all or a part of the cost of relocating their facili- 
ties, to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects. 

After the decision of two cases by the United States Supreme Court, to wit: 
Southern Railroad Company v. Virginia (290 U. S. 190, 78 L. ed. 260) and Nash- 
ville C. & St. L. R. Co. v. Walters (294 U. S. 405, 79 L. ed. 949), the Federal High- 
way Act and the regulations of the Bureau of Roads have provided that such 
express State statutory enactments requiring railroads to pay the expense of 
grade-crossing elimination projects shall not apply to Federal-aid projects. 
Yet other utilities are made to pay, unless expressly relieved by statute. 

Thus we have State statutes requiring the railroads to pay, no statutes re- 
quiring the nonrailroad utilities to pay, yet the Federal-Aid Highway Act and 
the Federal Bureau of Roads relieve the railroads of any obligation to pay, 
but require the nonrailroad utilities to pay. 

On railroad grade-crossing projects the railroads receive an obvious benefit ; 
the utilities receive no benefit whatsoever, because of the construction of recon- 
struction of a Federal-aid highway. 

We are advised that in some States reimbursement to the utilities is made, 
while in other States reimbursement is not made. This is borne out by the regu- 
lations of the Federal Bureau of Roads. It does not seem fair for the utilities 
in one State to pay and in another State not to pay. Even in Tennessee we 
have come across instances, although few in number, where relocation reim- 
bursement has been made from Federal funds. We fail to understand the 
pattern. 

The foregoing is respectfully submitted, for your consideration, with the view 
of seeking legislation which will be uniform throughout all the States and which 
will give to the nonrailroad utilities the same fair, equal treatment that the 
railroads are now receiving and have received for a number of years. 


Mr. Yoxutey. Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, if you will permit 
me to give a little help, is Mr. John L. Veale, of Detroit, Mich., repre- 
senting the Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. I am authorized to state 
that he also expresses the views of the Michigan State Gas Association. 

Senator McNamara. I am glad to have my friend John come up. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. VEALE, DETROIT, MICH., ON BEHALF OF 
THE MICHIGAN CONSOLIDATED GAS CO. 


Mr. Veate. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am a mem- 
ber of the State bar of Michigan and the Detroit Bar Association and 
have been admitted to practice before the Interstate Commerce Com- 
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mission. Presently I am engaged in the general practice of law in 
Detroit, Mich. 

From January 1951 to May 1954 I was a member of the Michigan 
Public Service Commission which under Michigan law regulates the 
rates and service of all public utilities in the State and during my 
tenure I served as chairman of the subcommittee on uniform regula- 
tion of motor carriers of the National Association of Railroad and 
Utilities Commissioners. 

I appear here today as counsel to present the views of Michigan 
Consolidated Gas Co. with respect to the proposal that the cost of 
iclocating public utility facilities occasioned by Federal-aid highway 
projects be considered a part of the cost of the highway project and 
the law amended so as to relieve the utility user of the burden of such 
cost. 

Th present law has now been expanded to include the concept that 
the cost of relocating railroad facilities involved in Federal-aid rail- 
road grade crossing elimination projects is a proper cost of highway 
construction. Section 5 (a) of the 1944 act—58 Statutes 842, ee 
626—provided : 

That the entire construction cost of projects for the elimination of hazards of 
railway-highway crossings, including the separation or protection of grades at 
crossings, the reconstruction of existing railroad grade crossings structures, and 
the relocation of highways to eliminate grade crossings may be paid from 
Federal funds 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, might I interrupt? 
Senator McNamara. Yes. 
Senator Case. The language that you have cited of course almost 


makes the case for the law. The elimination of grade crossings was 
for the purpose of highway safety. The language you have cited 
really makes the argument on w hich that was based at that time. It 
is the elimination of grade crossings which was the elimination of a 
highway hazard. It wasn’t done as a matter of convenience to the 
railroads. 

I think in actual practice I believe the Bureau generally expects the 
railroad to contribute 10 percent of the cost even so. I think that is 
the way the law has been administered. There was a grade crossing 
elimination program that was inaugurated at the time that this law 
was passed. In fact, a special appropriation was authorized to take 
care of it and it was put on as a safety program. 

The practice has been continued even though there is no longer any 
specific appropriation for it. That is my understanding of it. 

Senator Hruska. Is it your thought, Senator, that the existence of 
the railroad on the surface would make that situation different from 
the necessity of relocating a rae or a cable underneath the surface 
for the building of a road which likewise results i in greater safety for 
the motorists ? 

Senator Casr. I think it was primarily the thought, at that time, 
that we had a lot of accidents at railroad crossings, and if you were 
building a modern highway you wanted to eliminate those surface 
crossings. 

Senator Hruska. Surely if a road is not sufficiently wide now, in 
the interest of building a road which is safe, the road is widened, 
necessitating the relocation of utilities, you are also imparting a 
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factor of safety which wasn’t there before. Yet you visit upon the 
utility which is underneath the ground the same necessity to change 
its course as was visited upon the railroad to change the surface of 
its installation. 

I cannot quite see the difference in that situation. 

Senator Case. | think that historically we had this grade crossing 
separation primarily as a safety matter. As I said arlier, the law 
says now that if the State says this is the cost of the project, the 
Federal Government stands ready to pay its 50 percent of the cost. I 
have no objection to your presenting the case as strongly as you want, 
and we did go through this under the last two highway acts. 

I remember sitting through the hearings where there was extensive 
presentation. I personally “felt there was enough merit to it to say 
that I thought the Federal Government should go this much further, 
that we will allow up to 3 percent of the total cost for this purpose. 
That was presented in the committee and I argued in the executive 
hearings last year on it, and was not. able to persuade more than one or 
two to say even that. They said that the real remedy was with the 
State legislatures because any State today can correct the situation 
if it feels there is merit. 

Today if Nebraska, Michigan, South Dakota, Florida, or any other 
State says this is a proper part of the cost of construction, the Federal 
Government shares the cost and pays its part of it. 

Mr. Veaue. I think your statement about the practice with respect 
to railroads is substantially correct. However, I] think we should 
note that no hazard is occasioned by the railroad occupying the high- 
way right-of-way, and yet the railroad is compensated for the 
elimination of that hazard. In the balance of my statement I will 
touch on some of the other matters that you have raised, Senator. 

Senator McNamara. Without objection, you may proceed with 
your statement. 

Are you satisfied ? 

Senator Case. Go ahead. 

Mr. Vrate. The existing law, however, has not yet progressed to a 
point of recognizing that the cost of relocating ‘utility facilities is 
properly a construction cost when such relocation is required as a re- 
sult of the Federal-aid highway program. 

The various presently “effective Federal-aid highway acts contain 
no provisions with respect to the payment of relocation costs of non- 

railroad utilities. Section 1.10 (J) of the regulations issued by the 
Bureau of Public Roads pursuant to the Federal-Aid Road Act, pro- 
vides with respect to utility facilities occupying a public right-of- 
way: 

The State highway department shall make a formal finding as to the extent that 
such utility is required to move, adjust, or change its facilities at its own 
expense, or is relieved of that obligation by law or otherwise. The Commissioner 
will determine in all such cases whether reimbursement from Federal funds 
may be made— 

General Administrative Memorandum No. 300 of the Bureau of 
Public Roads, dated May 1, 1946, provides in section IIIB: 

If the State should determine in conformity herewith that a utility company 


is not under obligation, and may not be required to move or to change its facili- 
ties at its own expense, reimbursement may be made. 
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Reimbursement of nonrailroad utilities for the cost of relocating 
facilities is thus conditioned upon a requirement that they cannot 
be compelled to move at their own expense. On the other hand, a 
different rule has been adopted with respect to railroads which are 
reimbursed even though State laws require them to bear all 
portion of the costs of relocating their facilities. Section 1.14 (b) of 
the regulations adopted by the Bureau of Public Roads provides 
that: 

State laws pursuant to which contributions are imposed upon railroads for 
the elimination of hazards at railway-highway crossings shall be held not to 
upply to Federal-aid projects. 

Reimbursement for railroads was supported upon the theory that if 
the expense had to be borne by the railroad it would be passed on to 
the public as a part of the charge for rail service. (See testimony of 
Hon. Thomas H. MacDonald, Commissioner of Public Roads, before 
the Committee on Roads, House of Representatives, T8th Cong., 2d 
sess., on H. R. 2426, vol. 2, 968.) The same reasoning is applicable 
to the imposition of such an expense on a nonrailroad utility because 
their rates are likewise based upon costs of service. 

The report of the Secretary of Commerce, submitted pursuant to 
section 11 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, contains in 
appendixes D and E an excellent and exhaustive recitation of State 
law relating to public-utility relocation necessitated by highway con 
ttruction. There is no quarrel with the fact that the law, developed 
in the States, followed the general principle that public utilities could 
be compelled, through the exercise of the State police power, to relocate 
facilities at their own expense. In fact, it is the ever-growing exer 
of this local police power by the States to expand the National High. 
way System which gives rise to the problem by imposing a continually 
expanding burden upon local utility users. 

The statement therefore of what the State law is does not determine 
what the Federal law should be. As above indicated, Congress and 
the Bureau of Public Roads have discarded principles of State law 
as a basis for determining compensation for railroad relocations re- 
quired by Federal-aid highway construction. The same changed cir- 
cumstances and reasoning which led to this changed philosophy with 
respect to railroads are applic: able to nonrailroad utilities. 

In analyzing this problem we should note that the use by public 
utilities of highways for the purpose of locating their facilities ante- 
dates the passage of the Federal-aid highway bill of 1916. The right 
to use such public highways was granted at an early date by the States 
either in their constitutions or statutes, generally dependent upon the 
consent of local municipalities involved. Such use was not permitted 
on any legal theory of subsidizing the utility but rather as govern- 
mental action encouraging the general welfare. As stated by one 
court: 

The dedication of property for the purpose of a highway carries the right to 
publie travel and also the use for all present and future agencies commonly 
adopted by public authority for the benefit of the people, such as sewer, water, 
gas, lighting, and telephone systems (Grosse Pointe Shores v. Ayres, 254 Mich. 
08). 

At the initiation then of the Federal-aid highway program use of 
public highways for the location of utility facilities had become legally 
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accepted as a matter of right to be exercised for the benefit of the 
general public. 

In this connection I think it is important to note that the law in 
this matter simply reflects the facts. Highways today no longer serve 
exclusively for vehicular travel as they did in the period when the 
common law set forth in appendixes D and E of the Secretary’s report 
was developing. The right-of-way now also serves as a means of 
reaching the public with utility services such as gas, water, electricity, 
telephone and sewage without which modern communities could not 
exist. 

In most areas of the United States it would be impossible, or 
financially prohibitive, to provide the public these essential services 
without the use of public rights-of-way. As a result utilities have 
been invited by legislative enactments to locate their facilities in 
public rights-of-way in order to stimulate community development. 
Any other policy, requiring acquisition of private rights-of-way, 
would have increased the cost of utility services—without decreasing 
the cost of highway construction—and thereby retarded community 
and industrial development. 

Having so located their facilities at the invitation of the public, 
for the benefit of the public, the rational rule should be that where 
relocation is required account of vehicle use it be considered a cost 
of highway construction; and that where it is required account of 
utility use it be borne by the utility user. 

A review of highway aid legislation indicates that in its initial 
efforts in the roadbuilding field the Federal Government experienced 
no difficulty in classifying those activities which were a part of the 
construction of the highway. The original act provided—39 Statutes 
355, chapter 241, July 11, 1916, section 2: 

The term “construction” shall be construed to include reconstruction and improve- 
ment of roads. 

A broader meaning was given the term “construction” in the Federal 
Highway Act of 1921—42 Statutes, 212, chapter 119: 

The term “construction” means the supervising, inspecting, actual building, and 
all expenses incidental to the construction of a highway, except locating, survey- 
ing, mapping, and costs of rights-of-way, * * *. 

Rights-of-way were included as a cost of construction in 1943—57 
Statutes 560, chapter 236: 


The term “construction” means the supervising, inspecting, actual building, and 
all expenses, including the costs of rights-of-way, incidental to the construction 
of a highway, excepting locating, surveying, and mapping. 


The activities included within the term “construction” were again 
expanded in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944—58 Statutes, 942, 
chapter 626: 


When used in this Act, unless the context indicates otherwise, the term “con- 
struction” means the supervising, inspecting, actual building, and all expenses, 
incidental to the construction or reconstruction of a highway, including locating, 
surveying, and mapping, costs of rights-of-way, hazards of railway-grade 
crossings. 


From this legislative history it clearly appears that the concept of 
activities properly includible within the costs of constructing a high- 
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way has expanded to reflect the greater physical complexity of high- 
way construction. I am certain ‘that when you gentlemen have reex- 

amined the problem in the light of the present character of road build- 

ing, you will agree that the legal definition given the term “construc- 

tion” costs requires further expansion. 

The Federal Government’s first efforts in the field of roadbuilding 
were intended, according to the 1916 act, to aid States in the construc- 
tion of “rural post roads.” It is clear that the act contemplated the 

construction of highways in more or less virgin areas where there were 

no existing utility facilities. Under such circumstances, the reloca- 
tion of utility facilities need not be considered a construction cost 
because no such relocation was necessary in order to construct the 
highways contemplated by the act. Accordingly the original defini- 
tion given the term “construction” was in accord with the facts and 
entirely proper. 

As the areas of the United States, however, came to be linked 
together by our present network of highways, the proportion of 
pioneer construction declined and the proportion of construction de- 
voted to reconstructing existing highways increased. Much of today’s 
expenditures, and the great bulk of future expenditures, will be for 
construction designed to improve and modernize existing highways. 
Present single-lane highways will be divided into double lanes, exist- 
ing intersections will be separated with overpasses and underpasses, 
other intersections will be reconstructed as cloverleafs, grades will be 
altered and curves will be straightened to accommodate the high 
speeds of present and future automotive travel. 

All such construction has one thing in common. It amounts to an 
alteration of an existing highway which in the great majority of 
instances is occupied by existing utility facilities. This presents an 
entirely different picture from the factual st: iundpoint which pertained 
at the adoption of the Federal-aid highway program in 1916. Present- 
day highway construction will require greatly widened rights-of-way 
and extensive removal and relocation of existing utility facilities. 
Such removals and relocations result not from any operational re- 
quirement for providing utility service but by virtue of the character 
of present-day highway design which is required to accommodate the 
volume, speed, and characteristics of present and future vehicular 
traffic. 

As such highway construction progresses increased relocation costs 
will inev itably lead to increased rates to utility users. It is an estab- 

lished principle in utility regulation that rates to the user of the serv- 
ice must include an allowance for operating costs. Any increase in 
operating costs therefor experienced by the ‘utility will ultimately be 
reflected in rates charged the users of the service. 

Utility management today is deeply concerned with continually 
increasing operating costs and the necessity of continually seeking rate 
relief from the various State commissions. The management of 
Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. feels that it has a duty to its rate 
payers to point out to you gentlemen the character of the operating 
expense which must be borne by such rate payers, that is, facility 
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relocation costs account highway construction, from which the rate 
payers receive no benefits as users of utility services. 

it is a misnomer, therefore, to term this a proposal to reimburse 
the utilities. Such terminology suggests that they are being relieved 
of an expense incident to their utility operations without any corres- 
ponding benefit to the utility user. Actually what happens both 
from an accounting and legal standpoint is that the utility user is 
relieved of a charge presently being assessed against him not on 
account of his use of utility service “but as a result of the general 
public’s action in the construction of highways. It is true that from 
a standpoint of mechanics the law would provide that the utility 
be compensated for the expense of relocating its facilities. The same 
general effect, however, is achieved as though the charge for relocation 
were divided by the number of utility users who had been assessed and 
their proportionate amount paid directly to them. 

The real problem thus is not one of reimbursing the utility involved 
but of eliminating a charge to the utility user of a cost element which 
bears no relation to the utility service provided. There is no logical 
reason why the utility user ought to make a double contribution to 
the Federal-aid highway program, once when he pays his tax bill, 
and a second time when he pays his gas, light, telephone, or water 
bill. 

I should at this point like to emphasize that adoption of the pend- 
ing proposal would in no wise result in a “windfall” to utilities. 
Wherever there is a reduction in operating expenses, not offset by any 
increased expense, regulatory commissions pass on such reductions 
by way of reduced rates. From experience 1 am certain that the 
Michigan Commission, as well as all other State commissions, would 
be most diligent to pass on to utility users any rate reductions made 
possible through reduced operating expenses. 

I should also like to point out that in most instances the construction 
is of little or no benefit to the immediate locality in which the utility 
is collecting its rates. Federal funds are not normally expended for 
the improvement of purely local roads handling traffic confined to 
the service area of the utility in question, but are normally expended 
for the improvement of roads designed to accommodate long-haul 
motor vehicular traffic moving through the utility service area or 
between the utility service area and distant points. In either instance 
no good reason appears why the cost should be imposed solely upon 
the utility user in the affected area rather than being shared by those 
using the highway to travel through the area, or to and from the 
area from outside points. 

A particular illustration, of course, is the development of so-called 
expressways which are designed to expedite the movement of motor 
vehicular traffic to and from metropolitan centers such as the city of 
Detroit and benetit primarily nonresidents who do not use utility 
services in the area and hence share none of the added cost. In such 
cases it is clear that the added cost is imposed upon the utility users 
within the city and results in a subsidy for the benefit of those not 
located within the utility service area. 
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Even those persons residing within the service area who have oc 

casion to use the highway do not receive any benefits therefrom not 

received by the public asa whole. The funds expended for the high 
way construction are derived from taxes levied on the general public 
and the benefits of the highway construction flow to the public at 
large. Utility users, as members of the general public, pay their share 
of Federal taxes and thus contribute their full portion of the cost 
of the project. It is inequitable, therefore, to impose on such utility 
users an additional proportion of the cost simply because their utility 
service happens to be received in an area traversed by the highway. 
The end result is a subsidy paid by the rate payers in the affected area, 
like Detroit, for the benefit of the general public who in most cases 
- de beyond the limits of the utility service area. 

s the Federal-aid highway program is expanded the burden cast 
on te rate payer cannot help but increase. The inequity of the double 
charge to the utility user will be accentuated. We here suggest, on 
the basis of the foregoing analysis, that it is time the law be brought 
in accord with the existing physical conditions. The expense of 
relocating utility facilities, when such relocation is required by pres 
ent-day highway design and construction, should be specific: ally recog- 
nized as a proper cost of Federal highway construction rather than 
un operating expense of the local utility. In such manner users of 
nonrailroad utility services will be accorded the same treatment as 
users of railroad service. 

In conclusion I wish to thank the chairman and members of this 
committee for the opportunity to appear, and urge on you your most 
serious consideration of this problem. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Veale, you mentioned the expressways in 
Detroit. That is a new project recently completed. Do you have the 
total cost to Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. in relocating services 
there, and were they paid for by your company or were the costs split ? 

Mr. Veate. For the last year in which the costs are available, Sena- 
tor, a little over $100,000 was expended for relocations within the city 
of Detroit. None of that was reimbursed to Michigan Consolidated 
Gas Co. 

Senator McNamara. How many miles was that? I am trying to 
get it on a per mile basis. 

Mr. Veate. I do not have the actual mileage, Senator. I would be 
happy to furnish you that information. 

Senator Hruska. Is that in connection with this expressway or all 
relocations within the city of Detroit, the $100,000 figure ? 

Mr. Vearx. I would say better than 95 percent of it had to do with 
expressways because, that is, as the Senator knows, the primary 
highway construction presently within the city of Detroit. 

Senator McNamara. We have a figure not directly from the Detroit 

Edison Co., but they have used the figure in explanation of this, that 
it cost them more than a million dollars for these new highways, the 

John Lodge and Edsel Ford. So we are dealing with big business 
when we get into this. I thought I might point that out. 
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Mr. Veate. I might say that the prospective increase, as a result 
of the bills pending before the committee, 1s of course of great concern 
because that million dollars may be doubled if the pending bills 
become law. 

Senator McNamara. Senator, do you have anything ? 

Senator Hruska. No, thank you. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Gore? 

Senator Gore. No, thank you. 

Senator McNamara. You did a fine job and we appreciate your 
testimony. It will be very helpful to the committee. 

Mr. Veate. Thank you. 

Senator Gorr (presiding). The committee will next hear from Mr. 
Paul Weir, vice president, American Water Works Association, 
Atlanta, Ga. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL L. WEIR, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE 
WATERWORKS DEPARTMENT, ATLANTA, GA. 


Mr. Were. I am Paul Weir. I live in Atlanta, Ga. I am general 
manager of the waterworks department of the city of Atlanta. I 
am first vice president of the American Water Works Association, 
which has 10,000 member companies from all parts of the country. 

Iam a civil engineer from Georgia Tech, with 19 years of experience 
as an engineer. I have served 19 years as an engineer and 8 years 
as general manager of the waterworks department of Atlanta. Iam 
familiar with the practices of water and sewer systems, and gas, elec- 
tric, communication, and other companies in locating facilities needed 
to provide service to the public. 

For the most part, these utility facilities are located in or on the 
rights-of-way of public streets, alleys, and highways, since this is the 
most practicable way and in many instances the only way of serving 
customers in both urban and rural areas. 

As the use of the automobile has grown and roads have been im- 
proved, it has been necessary for utilities to adjust their facilities to 
permit these improvements. In the past the expense for such adjust- 
ments has been, for the most part, not too great. However, in recent 
years, particularly since the war, with automobile registrations in- 
creasing at an unprecedented rate and traffic clogging the existing 
streets and highways, the character of highway construction and 
improvement has changed. Automobile registrations in 1920 were 
ee ee 10 million; in 1944, 30 million; at present about 57 
million, and it is now predicted that a figure of 81 million will be 
reached by 1965. 

It is no longer adequate to improve the surface of a road and make 
minor changes in grades and curves. Vehicular traffic now requires 
more traffic lanes and high-speed roads. The modern divided high- 
way with 4 and 6 lanes and grade separation is causing a vastly 
increased amount of relocation of the facilities of utilities and at 
greatly increased cost. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a few maps here, and I will 
go through them hurriedly to tell my story. 

(The charts referred to are as follows :) 
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Mr. Weir. This is a typical intersection of a city’s busy streets. 
This happens to be the Washington, D. C., district. Notice that 
every city is built like the hub of a wagon wheel. You have the hub 
in the middle with the spokes radiating out to the suburbs and finally 
tying together with a wheel. 

That is the same pattern in every large city, whether Atlanta or De- 
troit. Detroit has done a magnificent job in the so-called belting 
of water mains and utilities. 

Let us take this and superimpose on the map of the District plans 
that have already been approved. You will notice here we have our 
belting system, as we have in Detroit and other cities. The moment 
you belt a city to carry the traffic away from the heart of the city, 
people begin to build homes and industry takes up, and therefore the 
utility must follow. 

In every street you can visualize underneath the street from 5 to 10 
utilities. 
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The next exhibit we have is a typical street on the edge of the city. 
There is not a lot of heavy traffic necessarily, nor light traffic. That 
looks like a simple 50-foot highway with a few cars here and light 
business, with homes and churches, and so forth. 

(The charts referred to are as follows:) 
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Mr. Wetr. Now let’s examine this with an overlay, map No. 3, to see 
what the utilities look like in this particular area. This is the same 
street. This shows you what takes place underneath the street in the 
area. It is necessary to have our electric lines, telephone, gas, water, 
sewerage, and storm drainage. 
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There are between 5 and 10 different utilities that can be found in 
these streets underneath the surface. 

This also brings the problem up of why don’t we build our own 
rights-of-way. Yesterday I took a water workman’s holiday and went 
out to the utilities of Washington. They are marvelous. You have an 
aqueduct road here built from the two purifying plants near the river. 
They told me they couldn’t drive buses over this aqueduct road because 
the road will only carry 6-ton traffic. They can’t move the streetcars, 
from Cabin John or Echo Park, and they must still use the streetcars. 
Therefore that utility is holding back progress from the rights-of- 
way. 

The same in Atlanta. We have a street, Chattahoochee River, built 
expressly for water lines. That is now used by the general public. We 
lo believe, in essence, that the utilities should parallel and follow the 
highway. It is not practical to build utility routes for themselves. 

Now, we have a cross-section of the typical city. Let’s see what takes 
place under the concrete or macadam. This is a typical 50-foot road- 
way with a sidewalk on either side, with telephone and light poles. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Werr. We have a system in the utility business. The water 
occupies one spot from the side of the road, the gas another, electric 
another, telephone drainage, and sewers. I noticed near the May- 
flower Hotel yesterday they had sewerage trouble and right by the 
curb line they were digging down to the sanitary sewer. So it is nec- 
essary that these have definite places to locate, for this reason: No. 1 
is for repairs. 

With a water main, whether a small three-quarter-inch pipeline or 
whether it is a conduit 20 or 30 feet in diameter, it must be accessible 
for repair. 

The next item is for service. The previous speakers mentioned the 

fact that roads are becoming more and more useful. They are chang- 
ing their use. Their traffic is getting heavier. Therefore in our utility 
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business, the home is being replaced by light business. Ultimately 
light business by heavy business—industry. Therefore they take more 
service. They need more water mains, they need more telephones. 
And that is the reason why, in widening these streets, we have the 
problem of carrying these utilities with us. 

I have an overlay here. I was very much impressed by Senator 
Gore's report on pay-as-you-go. In Atlanta we like those words— 
yty-as-you-go. I notice by the Clay report that they are going to 
iave 40,000 miles of highway. I heard that yesterday. Some of these 
highways will be 250 feet wide, rights-of-way. 

(The chart referred to is as follows:) 
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Senator Gorr. Some of them ? 

Mr. Weir. Some of them. 

Senator Gore. That is the minimum / 

Mr. Weir. Oh, my goodness. That is beyond my comprehension, 
Senator. This is the standard 

Senator Gore. It runs up to 600, I believe. That is recommended. 

Mr. Wer. I will come back to the 50-foot right-of-way, gentlemen. 
That is the kind most of you know in your own hometown. That is 
the 50-foot right-of-way, 2-lane. This is what happens in most of the 
hometowns. The 50-foot right-of-way is being replaced by an 80- or 
120-foot right-of-way—88 takes care of 6 lanes. 

This is what happens as our development program comes along. 
Pioneering is pretty well done now. Relocation is the answer. As 
soon as we stretch out our roadways to carry more traffic the highway 
designs want us to bring our utilities over toward the edge because it 
is obvious they don’t want us making repairs in the middle of a busy 
street. You can imagine Washington, Nashville, or Detroit. There- 
fore it is logical to bring these utilities over here. 

Oftentimes in bringing these utilities over we have developed more 
or less of a river between towns because in some cases it is so great 
that we can’t tunnel under the highways, and therefore we must have 
duplicate facilities on both sides of the street. 
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That is coming very rapidly now. Of course, that does come in 
this plan. We are asking you essentially to pay for the relocations, 
not for betterments. This is a relocation program wherein you do 
have mains on both sides of the street as you do in Detroit. 

Senator Gorr. Give us some idea of your relocation costs in a case 
like this. 

Mr. Wetr. On a water main—I am thinking of a simple 8-inch 
water main 2 or 3 miles long—it will run about $4 a foot. That is 
about $20,000 a mile. For a small town—and Atlanta has a half 
million population, we have a very modest budget—that is a big 
item. Of course, as these new expressways do come into our towns, into 
our cities, we are going to have this problem of not only relocation but 
duplication of utility services. 

The next problem is grade. We have talked about surface, now 
we have the uphill and downhill aspects. We have here the typical 
50 feet before it was improved, and we have a hill depression Sirk. 
then a low hill, and finally coming to a valley. You have your neigh- 
bors with this, the utilities. When you attempt to get a3 to 5 per- 
cent grade—I am not a highway engineer, but I am taking figures 
from the t testimony yesterday. —let’s see what happens when we super- 
impose a modern highway on the old grade. 

(The charts referred to are as follows :) 
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Mr. Wetr. The dotted line on top shows you a smooth flow between 
sand 5 percent. A modern automobile requires that type of highway. 
It is dangerous enough to drive on them now. By the same token, 
gentlemen, we must also depress the utilities to carry the same con- 
tour we have on this expressway. 

The other day in Atlanta I was on an expressway job and I heard 
the tractor operator kind of bumping along. I asked him, “W hat 
have you hit?” He said, “There’s something i in here, quite regular.’ 
We found it was the bell of a 36-inch main, and he was merely bumping 
over these bells. 

Of course, we stopped him. We had lowered some pipe for an 
expressway job and had not lowered the others. It has to be done. 














NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 92] 


We have here the fill of not only the utilities, and the problem 
of damage to the utilities, but also the problem of trench load 
too much weight. About a year ago we had a 48-inch main in Atlanta, 
They built an expressway and put about 30 feet of earth on it on a 
curve. The pipe gave way and shut our town down for lack of 
water. We have to watch those facilities. They are technical facil- 
ities but they are so important in this relocation of our expressways. 

Finally we come to the modern 6- and 8-lane expressway from 
. surface elevation. You will notice here, gentlemen, you have your 
widened roads carried through to the center of the downtown, com- 
ing toward the hub of your city. This might be likened to the spoke. 
You have surface elevations here. 

(The charts referred to are as follows:) 
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Mr. Werr. The next thing that will happen is that we will have to 
move the homes to get our cloverleafs in here. We will have to move 
these homes and then businesses will spring up. Of course, they must 
still have utility services. Let's see what happens when we bring in 
a modern expressway. 

Here is the modern expressway, the same intersection. There are 
access roads here. It is really a quadrangle. Every point of this 
quadrangle must have service. It is obvious from that that you are 
probably increasing the length of your utilities 20 to 50 percent. 

Carrying across the bridge—you have lovely bridges on the park- 
ways, they are beautiful. Washington is so pretty. I asked your 
engineer yesterday how they got the water lines across these lovely 
bridges. He said, “You know that the beam up here is only high 
enough to permit a 10-inch main to pass over the bridges.” 

Of course, in our city we are not putting our water mains on the 
level route here. We are depressing them because they are so large. 

This represents the blue line here, a typical water main, depressed 
under an expressway. Normally, to lay this main it would cost 
bet ween $25 and $30 a foot. It isa 30-inch main. But by depressing 
it under the lower limits of the expressway the cost is increased be- 
tween $70 and $75 a foot. That is three times, because this main must 
be placed in a conduit or tunnel line and brought up here. 

There are two reasons for that. One, to take care of repair you 
can’t repair in the middle of a busy expressway. The second is to 
give service to the people or the businesses on the sides. 

The same with sewers. Sewers are also very important because in 
a sewer line when we depress to make the lower level it is often neces- 
sary to put a pump in and pump the sewage or storm sewage back up 
to another level. So you have quite an inherent problem in relocation 
of expressways. 

You have the same problem with the telephone, conduits, and gas- 
lines. They are all in here at the same location. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Chairman, or members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Senator Gore. Are you asking the Federal Government to pay all 
the cost of relocation ? 

Mr. Weir. Yes, sir. When it comes to a cloverleaf of this type it 
should be. 

Senator Gore. Suppose this is a Federal-State project. Would you 
want the Federal Government to pay all, or would you want the 
State to pay its proportionate share ? 

Mr. Weir. I think, Mr. Chairman, the State has a proportionate 
part to pay. In Atlanta we are working with the city, county, State, 
and Federal Government. I think they all have a proportionate 
part to bear in this type of work. 

Senator Gorr. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions. 

Mr. Were. In conclusion, I would like to summarize: Utilities 
vre located in the public rights-of-way because that is where the re- 
quirements for modern civilization necessitate they be located. The 
relocation of the utilities which results from highway operations is of 
no benefit to the utility itself. Indeed, it is frequently a detriment. 
Equity requires, therefore, that the utilities which are required to 
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locate their facilities from which they do not rec on profit, should 
be reimbursed for the expense which they incur thereby. 

Thank you very much tor your time in listening to me. I appreciate 

it very much. I want to echo what my friend said about democracy 
and how kind you have been to us. 

I have a formal statement from the secretary of the American 
Water Works, Mr. Chairman, which I would like to file at this time. 

Senator Gore. Without objec tion that will be printed in the record. 

Senator Casp. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Has attention been called to the report which came 
up yesterday ¢ 

Senator Gore. It has. 

Senator Case. Have you had an opportunity to study this report ¢ 

Mr. Wetr. No, sir, I have not. 

Senator Case. You were present earlier when I pointed up the fact 
that last year we attempted to make a provision slaoaies the Federal 
Government would stand up to 3 percent of the cost of the project, 
but we were not able to get committee agreement on that. 

It was felt that effort should be made within the States to change 
the State laws so that it would be automatically taken care of. Sec- 
tion 11 required this study to be made, a study of the several States. 
| have in mind this report which is quite extensive. I haven’t had a 
chance to examine it yet. So far as I have examined it I find it is 
primarily a review of the practices in the different States and of the 
law. 

I haven’t yet found any specific recommendation. It is an 
encyclopedia. 

Mr. Werr. Senator, we will bring this to your attention now and to 
the gentlemen of the committee : This is a problem which is apPpear- 
ing over the horizon very quickly. As these highways are built, the 
problem of utilities is with us. Our job is to bring to your attention 
just the magnitude of that problem. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, we will have reprints of these maps made to 
include in your report. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. The committee appreciates 
your contribution. It will be very helpful. 

Mr. Were. Thank you. 

(The letter submitted by the American Water Works Association is 
as follows:) 


AMERICAN WATER WorkKS ASSOCIATION, 
New York 17, N. Y., April 11, 1955. 

GENTLEMEN: I have the honor to present for your consideration a statement 
recording the position taken by the American Water Works Association in the 
matter of funding the costs of relocation of utility facilities when highway im- 
provements are made. 

It is our opinion that the public funding of the highway improvement should 
include all elements of costs related to it. The present widespread practice of 
requiring the utility to defray the cost of structural changes ordered by the 
highway engineers is unfair. 

Utilities operate essential public-service systems, which are constructed largely 
in public thoroughfares and which operate primarily for the public benefit. The 
systems are legally built in the public thoroughfares and that is where they 
should be because the public can be most economically, conveniently, and effe-- 
tively served thereby. The utility operates at cost to the public or at a rate 
that a publicly controlled supervisory body says is fair. 
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Action by the Congress to validate the use of Federal funds to match State 
funds to defray the cost of changes in utility structures or facilities required by 
highway construction would be fair and proper. 

We urge your approval of such legislation. 

Very truly yours, 


Harky E. Jorpan, Secretary. 


Senator Gorr. The committee will now hear John H. TenBrook, 
system development engineer, Philadelphia Electric Co. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. TEN BROOK, PHILADELPHIA, PA., IN 
BEHALF OF EDISON ELECTRIC INSTITUTE 


Mr. TenBroox. My name is John H. TenBrook. I am a member 
of the American Institute of Electrical Engineers, system develop- 
ment engineer for Philadelphia Electric Co., a member of the Inter- 
national Congress of Large Electrical Systems, vice chairman of the 
power distribution comniittee of the Pennsylvania-New Jersey Inter- 
connected Companies, a member of the Pennsylvania Gas Association, 
and have served on many other industry committees. 

I am appearing in behalf of the Edison Electric Institute, of which 
my company is a member, in support of the proposal that all utilities 
both oabli » and privately anal, should be scaiiieeed out of Federal 
highway funds for the cost of relocating facilities as necessitated by 
Federal highway aid projects. 

The Edison Electric Institute is a voluntary association of the in- 
vestor-owned electric utilities and its membership includes 90 percent 
of the industry. 

The tentative report by the Bureau of Public Roads of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce on the subject of Public Utility Relocation Inci- 
dent to Highway Improvement has been examined by representatives 
of the institute. The Bureau of Public Roads has accomplished a 
monumental task in collecting and analyzing the tremendous volume 
of data that was required for the study. 

In the text the Bureau has modestly deprecated the value of the 
report due to certain discrepancies in the figures that were reported 
to them. Analysis on our part indicates that most of the discrep- 
ancies commented on arise in reports from the four States of Cali- 
fornia, Washington, Michigan, and New York. In our opinion, these 
discrepancies do not seriously affect the value of the report, and we 
believe that it serves excellently in providing a source of information 
that is pertinent and adequate for its purpose. 

The summary figures in the report generally combine both the 
Federal-aid highways and other State highways. Since we are ap- 
pearing here solely in a matter concerning Federal-aid highways, we 
have examined the report with respect to this latter group. 

From table 21 of the report we find that the total cost of the 36,188 
miles of Federal-aid primary and secondary highways reported for 
the year 1953 was $1,531,733,074. In connection with these highways 
the utilities incurred a relocation cost of $31,787,293 and were reim- 
bursed in the amount of $7,765,161. From these figures it appears 
that the utilities are now being reimbursed for only one-quarter of 
their relocation costs. The total relocation costs were 2.08 percent of 
the investment in Federal-aid primary and secondary highways; the 
reimbursement was 0.51 percent. ; 
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If all highways were included, State highways as well, the 2.08 per- 
cent becomes 2.1 percent. So in round numbers 2 percent seems to be 
a representative value of the cost of utility relocation as expressed 
in terms of the total cost of the highway program. 

The most significant revelation in the meee is the extremely high 
costs with which utilities of all classes are burdened by the construc- 
tion of high-speed expressways and dual-lane highways in urban areas. 
In these urban areas expressways impose an average cost of $38,767 
per mile and divided highways $17,518 per mile as contrasted with 
only $4,627 for all other highways. 

In the rural areas these figures become $3,821, $2,524, and $511 per 
mile. However, in using these figures it must be borne in mind that 
they are average figures from the entire Nation, the urban average 
stemming not only from large metropolitan areas where 10 million 
people reside, but also from small cities of less than 1 percent of 
this size. 

The rural areas range from semisuburban to desert conditions. 
Under the circumstances, the average cost per mile of utility reloca- 
tions is only a mathematical concept. Thus there will be many miles 
where utility relocations are substantially zero and a few miles where 
the costs are astronomical. 

For example, the location of an expressway over and along existing 
streets and parkways for a distance of 2 miles in Philadelphia results 
in relocation costs over $300,000 per mile for a single 66,000-volt cable 
line. The total cost of this cable relocation will be over $650,000. 

I might add that at the moment we have finished looking over our 
budget figures for the next 5 years and find that the Philadelphia 
Electric Co. will probably spend about $714 million, about the same 
amount that was reimbursed to the entire country for 1954. 

The contrast of this figure with the “average cost per mile of utility 
relocations” mentioned in the report of $38,767 indicates the danger 
of applying averages in a statistical approach to a problem involving 
equities. 

The superhighway is a very recent and special variant to the normal 
highways with which our previous experience has been acquired. The 
contributions of the superhighway to the convenience and well-being 
of the community it traverse is miniscule. Its value can only be meas- 
ured in terms of areas, of States, of regions, and the economy of the 
Nation or the necessities of national security. 

It follows logically that its costs should be spread as the benefits 
are divided and without extra assessments against the community that 
stands in its way. Historically, highways were not created for travel 
per se, but rather as channels for the movement of goods, the creation 
of communication channels, and to facilitate the movements of armies. 

Their use by the traveling public is a very recently acquired func- 
tion insofar as we consider the present vast movement of individuals 
over long distances at high speed. Even today the design of major 
highways is largely dictated by and their costs derived from the 
requirements of commerce rather than travel. Widths and grades, 
nature of subbase and thickness of paving material are determined 
by this commercial use, the weights and speed of trucks and trailers. 

Our original highways were much used for couriers, the first ap- 
proach to the problem of communication. Runners afoot and riders 
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on horseback plied the highways with messages and letters until 
scientific developments enabled man to replace such couriers with elec- 
tric impulses carried over wires. 

Quite logically this communication business stayed with the high- 

yay, and the wires along or under the surface relieved the surface 
congestion so that more traflic could be accommodated without in- 
creasing the cost of highway construction. The couriers’ right to use 
the highways was extended to include the new agency that superseded 
them, despite the fact it was not longer mobile. 

Water carried in goatskins on donkeys and sewage hauled away in 
carts gave way to sy ystems of pipes that gave better service and still 
further relieved the highway congestion. The rights of the original 
carriers of water and sewage were extended to their successors. 

Still later developments permitted the transfer of energy by pipes, 
cables and pole lines and the long lines of wagons loaded with wood 
or coal thinned out. But, in every case where the commodity or serv- 
ice was essential to the well-being of the community, the rights to use 
the highway stood unimpaired. Just as vehicles were ultimately li- 
censed as a measure of policing or control by the authorities, so these 
permanent built-in vehicles of service represented by utility cables, 
lines, pipes, and ducts were licensed by franchise. 

Today a new form of highway is in process of development to meet 
a very special problem. It is unlike the general-purpose highway 
which was common ground of all the people and by linking their 
properties together with a means of ingress and egress for their pas- 
sage with their goods and _ services, made possible the concept of 
private property. 

This new development is the limited-access highway. Designed to 
promote the flow of vehicular traffic at high speed, such an artery 
has lost all of the characteristics of the general highway. Mainten- 
ance trucks and maintenance men working on cables and pipes can- 
not be permitted, their presence involving too much risk for them- 
selves and the vehicle operators. 

So when these limited-access roads are built, the order to the utility 
to “relocate” under the police power is much more drastic—it is fre- 
quently “get out.” To relocate has been held to be not a “taking of 
property,” but an order to remove certainly is. 

The superhighway or limited access road is functionally the modern 
counterpart of a railw: iy. It must be subsidized in many cases. This 
subsidization is not new in the transportation field. Our original rail- 

rays, canals, urban transit systems, steamships, and airlines have all 
been subsidized but the cost of such subsidies has been allocated as an 
equal burden over all the people on a national basis and not supple- 
mented by an enforced and duplicate subsidy directed at a local group 
simply because the interstate transportation channel passed shiouat 
their area. 

I have a chart I would like to take a minute to show. The black 
lines on this chart indicate the bulk power system of the modern city 
electric system. By “bulk power” I mean high voltage lines. 

The red lines are the plans of the State Highway Department at this 
moment. They go to existing highways with the broken lines. This 
does not include the distribution facilities nor does it include the 
highways that may be built by turnpike commissions or by the port 
authority. 
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Every place that a red line in this area crosses a black line, the utility 
will be compelled to spend money which normally would not have been 
spent and in return for which money there will be no improvement in 
service to its customers. As a matter of fact, as mentioned a minute 
ago the impact of this in the next 5 years to 1 company is about $7! 
million. 

The electric light and power industry recommends that in the solu- 
tion of Federal-aid highway problems every consideration be given to 
the equalization of the cost burden placed on all the citizens so that 
area groups shall not be twice burdened for the costs of projects that 
are designed to serve all of the citizens. 

To this end the complete costs of relocations of utility services in 
connection with Federal-aid highway projects should be reimbursed to 
all municipalities and to all utilities whether publicly or privately 
owned. 

I thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. TenBrook. We appreciate your ap- 
pearance and your contribution. 

Mr. TenBroox. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. The committee will next hear Mr. Austin L. Roberts, 
Jr., general solicitor, National Association of Railway and Utility 
Commissioners. 


STATEMENT OF AUSTIN L. ROBERTS, JR., ON BEHALF OF THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RAILROAD AND UTILITIES COMMIS- 
SIONERS 


Mr. Ronerrs. My name is Austin L. Roberts, Jr., I am general 
solicitor for the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Com- 
missioners with offices at 7413 New Post Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. Iam appearing this morning on behalf of that association im 
support of the proposal that public utilities should be reimbursed out 
of Federal highway funds for the cost of relocating their facilities 
necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects. 

The association is a voluntary organization embracing within its 
membership the members of the regulatory commissions and boards, 
which regulate public utilities and transportation agencies, of the 
48 States of the United States and the District of Columbia. 

The matter of reimbursement of utilities for relocation expenses 
necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects was first brought to 
the association’s attention following the introduction of S. 2585, 82d 
Congress, by Senator McKellar, of Tennessee, and H. R. 6697, 82d 
Congress, by Congressman Davis of Tennessee. These bills were 
referred to the association’s committee on legislation, which is a 
standing committee of the association. 

The committee on legislation considered these bills meritorious 
and recommended to our association a resolution endorsing the prin- 
ciples expressed therein. At the 1952 annual convention of the associa- 
tion held at Little Rock, Ark., on November 10-13, 1952, a resolution 
was adopted in conformity with the recommendations of the com- 
mittee on legislation. This resolution was reaffirmed at our 1953 
annual convention held in New York City on September 21-24, 1953 
and again reaffirmed at our 1954 annual convention held in Chic ago, 
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Ill., on November 8-11, 1954. A copy of that resolution is attached +o 
my statement. 

One of the statutory duties of the State regulatory commissions 
is the fixing of rates of public utilities. Generally speaking, these 
rates are based on the cost to the utility of furnishing the service to 
its customers. In the post-World War II period, constantly increas- 
ing costs and higher taxes have necessitated higher rates to the 
user of utility services. The increased cost added by the necessity of 
relocating utility facilities due to Federal-aid highway projects, is 
an additional expense which must ultimately be borne by the user 
of the utility service. This principle was succinctly stated by Hon. 
Thomas H. MacDonald, former Commissioner of Public Roads, in 
his testimony before the House Committee on Roads of the 78th Con- 
gress, when speaking in support of reimbursement to the railroads, he 
stated : 

If funds were contributed by the railroads they would have to come from their 
earnings; that is, they would have to be gathered from the public (hearings be- 
fore the Committee on Roads, House of Representatives, 75th Cong., 2d sess., 
on H. R. 2426, vol. 2, p. 968). 

The expansion of the Federal-aid highway program to meet increas- 
ing needs of interstate commerce and national defense, and changing 
concepts in the design and construction of modern highways have 
aggravated the utility relocation cost problem.and forewarned even 
greater costs and aggravations. The problem has become one of such 
economic importance as to justify a reexamination of and a more 
equitable Federal policy in the matter. 

Any increase in utility operating costs must be passed on to the con- 
sumer in the form of higher rates. Thus the utility user contributes 
twice to the Federal-aid highway projects; once through his propor- 
tionate share of the Federal taxes and second through the increased 
rates he must pay for the utility service due to the burden of reloca- 
tion costs. 

Inasmuch as Federal-aid highway projects are constructed pri- 
marily in the interest of our national defense and of interstate com- 
merce, it is only equitable that they be paid for out of general tax 
funds rather than through utility rates. In the majority of instances, 
the user of utility service does not benefit by the relocation of facili- 
ties as he will be receiving the same electric, gas, telephone, or water 
service after the relocation as he was receiving prior to the relocation. 
For this reason, it is deemed inequitable to ask the utility user to bear a 
double burden, that is, in taxes and in rates, when the natural justifica- 
tion for the highway makes it appropriate that the complete cost be 
paid out of highway funds. 

The unfairness of placing this cost on the users of utility services 
is particularly evident in the case of small localized utility companies 
who happen to be along the way of an Interstate Highway. The costs 
of relocation could be and have been a major hardship and burden to 
them. There is no justification for encumbering a local utility com- 

any with relocation costs due to construction of a highway that will 

e used to transport interstate commerce through its territory. 

The argument might be raised that the possibility of such relocation 
costs are a condition of which the utility is aware when it accepts a 
franchise or a license to occupy the public right-of-way. However, 
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the granting of these licenses and franchises are often ——— on the 
desire of the residents of the area for widespread utility service and 
such widespread service is of local value in adding to the growth and 
development of a community. Therefore, if the burden of cost for 
Federal-aid highway projects is to fall equitably upon those who bene- 
tit by them, then the utility costs of relocating facilities should be 
considered part of the highway costs. 

Such a policy determination is one that can and should be deter- 
mined by the Congress at the Federal level. State statutes provide, 
for example, for apportionment of costs in eliminating railroad grade 
crossings. The basis of apportionment, varies in the several States 
from requirements that the railroads bear the entire cost to instances 
where the public bears the entire cost and the railroad nothing. ‘The 
present provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act provide that rail- 
roads be reimbursed from Federal funds for the cost of relocating their 
facilities which are involved in Federal-aid projects. The purpose 
of this provision was to overcome the requirements of State statutes 
limiting such reimbursement. State laws pursuant to which contribu 
tions are imposed upon railroads for elimination of hazards at rail- 
way-highway crossings are not applicable in instances involving Fed- 
eral-aid projects. If Congress were to so act now as regards other 
public utilities, the same effect would be accomplished and any exist- 
ing requirements of State law limiting reimbursement to utilities for 
highway relocation costs would be inapplicable to the reimbursement 
from Federal funds where Federal-aid projects are involved. 

In closing may I restate that the relocation of utility plant and 
facilities, as a result of the construction or reconstruction of Federal- 
aid highways, has become a source of considerable expense to many 
regulated utilities, and forewarns greater expense in the future. These 
relocation costs ultimately must be borne by the user of utility services 
and thus, this matter by necessity is of grave concern to the State 
regulatory commissions. We recommend that in the consideration of 
Federal highway problems, positive consideration be given to the 
inclusion of a provision for reimbursement to public utilities for the 
cost of relocating their plant, exclusive of any improvements or better- 
ments, as necessitated by Federal-aid highway projects. 


RESOLUTION RELATING TO Cost OF RELOCATION OF UTILITY FACILITIES NECESSITATED 
BY FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROJECTS, DULY ADOPTED BY THE NATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OF RAILROAD AND UTILITIES COMMISSIONERS IN ANNUAL CONVENTION, 
NOVEMBER 11, 1954 


Whereas the relocation of plant and facilities as a result of the construction or 
reconstruction of highways and railroad grade crossings in connection with 
improvements of the Federal-aid system of roads is a source of considerable 
expense to regulated utilities other than railroads which ultimately must be borne 
by the users of utility services ; 

Whereas the Federal-Aid Highway Act does not specifically provide for the 
payment from Federal funds of any part of the cost of readjusting the facilities 
of utilities other than railroads which are located within highway rights-of-way 
and which are required to be relocated to accommodate Federal-aid highway 
projects; 

Whereas since the Federal funds expended for Federal-aid highway purposes 
are derived from taxes levied on the general public, including the nonrailroad 
utility user, such users are required to make double contribution toward the 
cost of Federal-aid highway construction; once in taxes and again through pay- 


a of higher rates to cover the cost of relocating the nonrailroad utility’s 
acilities ; 





930 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Whereas in these times of constantly increasing cost and even higher taxes, 
regulatory commissions are especially concerned over increased operating costs 
of utilities that necessitate higher rates to the users of such service ; and 

Whereas Public Law No. 350 enacted by the 83d Congress directs the Secretary 
of Commerce to make a study, in cooperation with the parties in interest, of the 
problem posed by necessary relocation and reconstruction of public utility serv- 
ices resulting from highway improvements authorized by the act and to report 
thereon to the President of the United States for transmittal to the Congress on 
or before February 1, 1955: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commis- 
sioners is of the opinion that the existing discrimination against nonrailroad 
utilities should be eliminated and that equal treatment should be accorded all 
utilities having facilities involved in Federal-aid highway projects ; 

Resolved further, That the officers and the general solicitor of the association 
are authorized and directed to provide every assistance to the Secretary of 
Commerce in the making of the study required by Public Law No. 350; and 

Resolved further, That the Committee on Legislation and the legal repre- 
sentatives of this association are authorized to appear on behalf of the associa- 
tion before any committee of Congress at any hearing which may be hereafter 
held upon legislation pertaining to the above matter for the purpose of presenting 
the views of this association. 

I would like also, if I could, to comment on several questions that 
Senator Case asked of one of the earlier witnesses. I may be pre- 
sumptious in thinking that I might assist the answer that Mr. Veale 
gave very exc ellently. One question was the matter of whether this 
is a State or Federal problem. I think it is a matter of Federal im- 
portance because the impetus to the Federal highway program is 
coming through the Federal Government, both through the increased 
appropriation and through the change in design of modern highways. 

The burden thus is both in the size of the program and the type of 
the construction. Many of the State problems where the improvement 
of highways is a matter of resurfacing existing highways, the burden 
on the utilities is not so great, nor does it require action by the State 
governments. 

The second matter that I think is very pertinent to that inquiry 
is the fact that as the Department of Commerce study shows, there 
is considerable divergence in the present requirements of the several 
States as to reimbursement. The regulations of the Bureau of Public 
Roads, particularly their regulation No. 300, I believe it is, allows 
for reimbursement where the States are required to reimburse the 
utilities. In other words, if there is any way to avoid reimbursing 
the utilities there is no Federal contribution to their reimbursement. 

For that reason I believe more equitable treatment should be given 
by the Federal Government, and because of the economics and im- 
portance to the Federal Government it should reexamine its policy 
in this matter. 

A second question Senator Case asked, I believe, Commissioner 
Veale, was the matter of railroad reimbursement being based princi- 
pally on the safety factor. I think this was true, but safety alone 
would not seem sufficient reason for reimbursing the railroads for 
the cost of their relocation. In several manners the railroads bene- 
fited by elimination of highway-grade crossings. One, it was possible 
for them to eliminate in many ‘instance es the expense of a gateman 
or attendant at a crossing. It was also possible to reduce “possible 
damage suits resulting from accidents at ongrade crossings by having 
an offer: ade crossing. 

A third factor is that the railroads received benefit because it im- 
proved their operating conditions without numerous ongrade cross- 
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ings, where trains could operate at better speeds and have better 
operations. 

So that the railroads, by being relieved of the burden, did receive 
benefit where the statute provided for reimbursement for elimination 
of highway-grade crossings. 

As I pointed out in my statement, the utility user other than rail- 
roads receives no benefit. He receives the same utility service prior to 
the relocation that he receives after the relocation. 

The other factor which entered into the discussion of safety of course 
is the hazard factor. I don’t think the fact that the utilities create no 
hazard on Federal-aid highways is reason not to reimburse them. 1 
think that avoids the equities of it because it would be the equivalent 
of saying if they created a hazard they would be reimbursed; if they 
laid their pipeline on top of the ground or if the telephone company 
struck their overhead wires so they looped down over the road and 
created a hazard then you would reimburse them. 

I do not think that is a fair standard to determine the equities of the 
situation. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I thank the committee for 
its time. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case ¢ 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, in view of the comment of the witness 
I would like to make 1 or 2 observations. 

In the first place I think you overlooked the fact that the one friend 
you had in court last year was the Senator from South Dakota. I tried 
to get something done and did make the proposal that we at least go 
halfway in the proposition, and the committee did not go along. 

I think that your argument—— 

Mr. Roserts. I assure the Senator I was not arguing with him. I 
Was trying to assist him by supplying answers so that he would again 
be our friend in court. 

Senator Casg. I bring up those points because that is what we ran 
into. In the first place the Federal Government is not initiating high- 
way projects. The initiation of any highway project rests with the 
State highway commission. The F ederal Government does not say to 
the State: “You have to build under such and such a road,” or “You 
have to build such a road.” 

All projects come to the Bureau of Public Roads substantially by 
proposal from the State highway commission. So that the committee 
took the position last year that we will do = atever the State does. 
If the State says we will pay half the cost, or this is the cost of the 
project, the Federal Government stands ane to go that far. 

Historically, with respect to the railroads, I think—my memory 
may not be correct on this and I will leave it to some of the people 
whose loyalties and affections for Franklin Delano Roosevelt might be 
expected to be a little bit more alert than mine—the grade-crossing- 
elimination program was a proposal that stemmed largely from Mr. 
Roosevelt. My recollection is that the grade-crossing-elimination 
program was proposed at the time that we were having work-relief 
projects of one sort or another. 

I know, in any event, there are 1 or 2 high mounds out in my State 
where there is a grade crossing elimination by building a big overpass 
in the country. They have referred to them as monuments to Mr. 
Roosevelt. In any event, the establishment of that program ran back 
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to the days when we were having work projects of various sorts. I 
think there were some emergency ‘funds allocated for that at one time. 
Finally we had a law passed which authorized this program, and it 
provided for 3 years of special appropriations to eliminate grade 
crossings. And it was done largely on the ground of safety, elimina- 
tion of “grade- -crossing hazards. 

No such similar urge has gotten behind the idea of reimbursing 
other utilities. Whether or not that is a complete justification I do 
not know. I think that was the historical incident. 

I would like to ask: What success have you had in putting it up to 
tthe States that they recognize this as the cost of a highway project 4 

Mr. Roserrs. I am not familiar with that. I cannot answer the 
question. I know in a few States, I read in the local paper, the 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission had a provision in the 
Maryl: ind Legislature in the recent session. I do not know the out- 
come of it though. In commenting on the State feature I would like 
to add that the Federal Government, while not initiating or starting 
this—they do come from the State highway department—does pro- 
vide an impetus and does have a financial interest, I presume, mainly 
through national defense and interstate commerce which justifies the 
expenditure of Federal funds on the road program. 

Senator Case. Do you think the Federal Government should pro- 
vide for the cost in any degree greater than they do for the particular 
cost of any other road project ? Mostly highway projects are on a 
50-50 matching basis. 

Mr. Roserts. In other words, the Federal Government would pay 
up to 50 percent of the relocation cost and let the State match the 
other? Or if it were 60-40 the Federal funds would supply 60 per- 
cent ? 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

Mr. Roperts. My association has not taken a position on that. Per- 
sonally I think it would be a fair arrangement. 

Senator Case. It was my feeling along that line that led me to sug- 
gest that we allow up to 3 percent of the cost of the project, which 
would have been better than 50-50, on the report we had that the 
cost over the country was about 5 percent. 

Mr. Roserts. Several years ago when the bill first came up there 
was a complete absence of cost figures. Our association requested the 
utilities to try to obtain some, which they did. In the hearings last 
year I supplied them to the House committee. They showed that the 
utility cost, highway cost, was in the neighborhood of 4.8 percent in 
a 12-State survey. 

The ratio of utility relocation cost to total highway cost, including 
both State and Federal portions, ran about 2.31, I believe. I glanced 
briefly at the cost study that the Department of Commerce has been 
preparing, and I think has submitted or is about to submit to the Con- 

ress, and I think the figures there run a little lower than the ones we 
had in the 12-State study. I think they run about 4 percent and 2 
percent. 

Senator Casr. The 3 percent would have been a little bit on the gen- 
erous side on the 50-50 basis. 

Mr. Roserts. It would on the basis of those cost figures. Of course 
the figures are not consistent in every State. I think on our survey 
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in Connecticut, for example, they ran up to 8 percent. In other States 
they are on the lower side. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that this is a very 
real problem, particularly with the smaller utilities. It may be that 
some of the larger utilities have means whereby they can spread the 
cost over a period of time. But there are some instances brought to 
our attention last year where we have some very small utilities, where 
the relocation costs would practically bankrupt them to meet it. 

Senator Gore. In those partic ular cases, as I recall, Senator Case’s 

case, they were instances in which the reconstruction ‘of a highwa 
brought about almost an entire reconstruction of the local utility. 

In small units, where practically all the utility lines were alongside 
the highway, in order to relocate you had to relocate almost the entire 
plant. 

Mr. Roserts. I think that was Congressman Bennett’s situation in 
Jacksonville. 

In commenting on the distinction between large and small I would 
add this : The burden, as I tried to point out, is ultimately on the utility 
user and as such in many cases it is immaterial whether it is a large 
utility or a small utility. If it has the cost it has to be eventually re- 
couped i in rates from the user. 

Senator Casr. I am not suggesting that the equity is any different. 
The large company may be able to absorb the finane ing because the 
relocation perhaps affects only a portion of their system. But if you 
have some smaller utility, a small rural telephone line or a small local 
telephone line of some sort, it may affect practically their entire op- 
erating area. 

Mr. Roperts. That is very true. In hardship cases, financing is the 
difficulty, raising new funds to complete the relocation. In the case 
of a larger utility they may have sufficient capital or sufficient finan- 
cial standing to obtain the money. But in the final analysis as to the 
equities, the cost, whether it is through refinancing or the expense of 
relocating, must ultimately be borne by the utility user in his utility 

rates. 

Senator Gore. We appreciate your contribution. The utility group 
has certainly presented a challenge to the committee. I assure you 
and Mr. Yokley and other members who have testified that we will 
give it very careful consideration. Of course there is a complex prob- 
lem involved. As the courts have held, you are there by sufferance 
and not by right, in the use of a right-of-way. Whether the utilities 
big and large undertake the risk at the time they locate on the right- 
of-way is something that will have to be taken into consideration. 

The thing that is particularly appealing, as Senator Case pointed 
out, is the instance of a small utility which cannot relocate without 
liquidating its present investment. The committee will give very 

careful consideration to it. 

Mr. Roserts. Could I add a comment to the matter of being on the 
highway by sufferance? 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Roserts. Whether it may have been more foreseen for the’ 
utilities many years ago to have acquired their own private rights-of- 
way is difficult to say. Within urban areas, where you have city 
blocks and city streets, it would be an impossibility to have the private 




























































934 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


rights-of-way to furnish utility service. But even in the more subur- 
ban areas, to now acquire private right-of-way would be extremely 
costly and it would probably price utility service beyond the pocket- 
book of a majority of the users. 

It is an economic problem with several facets and it does not seem 
now that the matter of whether they are on the highway by sufferance 
or not could be debated by attempting to stimul: ate them to obtain 
their own right-of-way. . The pattern seems to be established and it is 
a matter of who should bear the equitable cost for the relocation of 
their facilities which historically have been established there. 

Senator Gore. Yes, that is true. It is further complicated by the 
fact that in some instances 70 percent of the—as was pointed out this 
morning—70 percent of the cost of a road project in a city is acquisi- 
tion of right-of-way. Once the Government acquires the right-of- 
way at a few million dollars per mile, then it gives the use of that 
right-of-way to the utilities free of charge, there is a very real ques- 
tion of whether the Government should then undertake to reimburse 
the utility later when they are caused to move. 


The committee has in mind the hardships which you gentlemen have 
presented. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Roperrs. Thank you ver y much. 

Senator Gorr. Without objection there w ill be incorporated in the 
record at this point the statement of Mr. C. Emerson Duncan, Mr. 
Clifford L. Sampson, Mr. Edward Falck, Mr. Bradford Ross, and 
Mr. George Anderson. 

(The statements referred to above are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ©, EMERSON DUNCAN II, COUNSEL FOR THE AMERICAN PUBLIC 
POWER ASSOCIATION 


My name is C. Emerson Duncan II. I am an attorney associated with the 
firm of Ely, MeCarty & Duncan, Tower Building, Washington, D. C. We are 
general counsel for the American Public Power Association, and this state- 
ment is submitted on behalf of that association. The American Public Power 
Association is a national trade organization presenting over 700 local publicly 
owned electric utilities—primarily municipal electric systems—in 38 States and 
Puerto Rico. 

This statement on behalf of the American Public Power Association was 
authorized by Resolution No. 11, adopted by the association at its annual con- 
vention in 1954, which reads as follows: 

“Whereas a continuing program of Federal and State highway building makes 
it necessary to remove and relocate local public agency electric system facilities ; 
and 

“Whereas the cost of moving and changing such facilities have been in the past 
absorbed by the local public agencies involved ; and 

“Whereas these relocations are often only temporary; and 

“Whereas a hardship is often placed upon the local public agencies in absorbing 
these costs: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the American Public Power Association recommends that 
the Congress provide funds to reimburse the local municipalities for the expense 
of relocation of local public agencies’ facilities along highway rights-of-way, 
when such action is made necessary by the Federal-aid highway building 
program.” 

The concern of the members of the American Public Power Association with 
the problems incident to relocation of facilities as a result of Federal-aid 
highway construction has been previously reflected in statements made before 
committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives during hearings in 
the 82d Congress and the 83d Congress. Because of the contemplated expansion 
of the Federal-aid road building program the problem of the utilities has 
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assumed proportions which call for immediate relief. The American Public 
Power Association urges the Congress to adopt legislation which will correct 
the inequities of the present law. Without such legislation it is conceivable that 
many small municipally owned electric utilities will be unable to assume the 
heavy burdens forced upon them by the requirements of contemplated highway 
expansion programs and consequently they will be severely hampered in render- 
ing the services for which they were formed. 

It is this threat to the most effective operation of the many publicly owned 
utilities that brings us before this committee today. 

Since the passage of the original Federal-Aid Road Act (39 Stat. 355, ¢. 241, 
July 11, 1916) the question of reimbursement for relocation of facilities occa 
sioned by highway construction has concerned the Congress. The Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 842, ch. 626, sec. 7, December 20, 1944), which 
amended and supplemented the act of 1916, redefined “construction” as follows: 

“When used in this act, unless the context indicates otherwise——the term 
‘construction’ means the supervising, inspecting, actual building, and all ex 
penses incidental to the construction of reconstruction of a highway, including 
locating, surveying, and mapping, costs of rights-of-way, and elimination of 
hazards of railway-grade crossings.” 

Senate Report No. 1056 (78th Cong., 2d sess.) pointed out that the act of 1944 
had expanded the meaning of the term “construction” to include (a) locating, 
surveying, and mapping, which costs had been previously excepted, and (b) the 
costs of the elimination of hazards at railroad crossings. Section 5 (a) of the 
1944 act further provided “that the entire construction cost of projects for the 
elimination of hazards of railway-highway crossings, including the separation 
or protection of grades at crossings, the reconstruction of existing railroad 
grade crossing structures, and the relocation of highways to eliminate grade 
crossings, may be paid from Federal funds except that not more than 50 percent 
of the right-of-way and property damage costs, paid from public funds, on any 
such project, may be paid from Federal funds.” 

By providing for payment to railroads of the cost of relocating facilities in 
volved in grade crossing elimination projects, Congress recognized the propriety 
of properly including those costs as costs of “construction.” 

The introduction of 8S. 2585 in the 82d Congress, 2d session, S. 1108 in the S3d 
Congress, 1st session, and the directive of the Congress to the Secretary of 
Commerce calling for a full report on the problem, indicates a growing aware- 
ness in Congress of the discrimination against other utilities in favor of the 
railroads, with respect to relocation costs. Both S. 2585 and S. 1108 purported 
to bring the relocation and readjustment of utility facilities within the definition 
of “construction” as provided in the act of 1944, so that there would be no differ- 
entiation between railroad and other utilities with respect to costs of relocation 
necessitated by the construction of Federal-aid highways. 

The changing concept of highway construction clearly demonstrates the bur- 
den thrust upon nonrailroad utilities. Highways which were once no more than 
a narrow ribbon of asphait or concrete providing only a single lane in each diree- 
tion for traflic to move at a speed greatly reduced from that which we know 
today have become outmoded. The modern concept of highways embraces 
divided double lanes, overpasses and underpasses, and clover leaves providing 
for access or changing routes, all of which require greatly widened rights-of-way. 
To accommodate this type of construction, existing utility facilities occupying 
these rights-of-way must of necessity be relocated. It is the cost of relocating 
or entirely removing these facilities which has placed an inescapable burden 
upon all types of utilities, and conceivably, particularly in the case of small 
municipally owned utilities, could bring about limitation to the communities 
involved of the services which these utilities render. The operating budgets of 
small locally owned electric utilities simply cannot absorb these relocation costs 
without facing the prospect of rate increases. 

The question therefore becomes one of whether utility relocation costs brought 
about by Federal-aid highway construction should properly be charged against 
the costs of constructing the highway or should be borne by the utility and its 
subscribers who receive no benefit whatsoever from the relocation of the 
facilities. 

The American Public Power Association has indicated in the past that the 
use of Federal funds to reimburse the nonrailroad utilities for their costs of 
relocating can be justified on the theory that Federal-aid highways are con- 
structed in the interest of national defense and interstate commerce for the 
benefit of the general public. To provide these funds, taxes are levied which 
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are paid by the general public. The municipal utility subscriber pays his share 
of Federal taxes and at the same time is subjected to the probability of increased 
rates made necessary by the additional expense incurred by the utility in re- 
locating its facilities. No benefit has been received by the subscriber or con- 
sumer; on the contrary, his service may well have been disrupted or even 
discontinued. 

The demands placed upon utilities today by their subscribers are the natural 
result of the betterment in the standard of living and the use of devices and 
equipment which bear a direct relationship to that standard. Hand in hand 
with the production of the equipment which today is found in more and more 
homes goes the utility service which makes the use of that equipment possible. 
It seems beyond dispute that today’s highways are the means, not only of trans- 
portation of vehicles, but of providing the public with the equally necessary 
services of light, power, water, and communication. Treating relocation costs 
as a cost of construction will end the present discrimination against nonrailroad 
utilities and will place the burden of those costs where it properly belongs. 

The American Public Power Association respectfully urges that legislation 
be enacted which will bring about a fair and equitable solution to this very 
serious problem, 


STATEMENT OF CLIFFORD L. SAMPSON, OPERATING VICE PRESIDENT, NORTH WESTERN 
Be_t TELEPHONE Co., OMAHA, NEBR., ON BEHALF OF THE BELL TELEPHONE 
CoMPANIES 


My name is Clifford L. Sampson. My home is Omaha, Nebr., and I am 
operating vice president of the Northwestern Bell Telephone Co., which furnishes 
communications services in Nebraska, the Dakotas, Minnesota, and Iowa. 

We have two interests in the matter of relocation costs. On the one hand, I 
speak in behalf of the Bell System operating companies which provide com- 
munications services over a considerable area of the Nation. Also, I speak in 
behalf of some 40 million users of our service, because the user has a very direct 
interest. The cost of relocation is of “pocketbook interest” to him because it is 
the user who ultimately must pay when the telephone plant must be moved 
because of highway improvement. 

I am most appreciative of the opportunity of filing a statement with the 
committee because the burden of relocation costs has been sizable in the past 
and seems certain to be sharply increased in the years ahead. This makes 
all the more pressing the need of including the cost of utility relocation in the 
overall cost of highway construction. At this time, no one can precisely esti- 
mate how big the relocation cost will become but some yardsticks are available. 
In the year 1953. the year studied by the Department of Commerce, telephone 
companies were called upon to spend $8,125,000 to relocate their p!ant—incident 
to the relocation and improvement of Federal-aid highways. That was in a 
year in which $508 million of Federal-aid dollars were spent on highway 
construction. 

There now seems agreement that highway construction should be stepped 
up. The areas of discussion are the exact size of the program and the method 
of obtaining funds to finance it. The Clay committee has recommended that 
about $10 billion of State and Federal funds be spent each year for the next 
10 years. A bill introduced by Senator Gore suggests a program costing ap- 
proximately $3 billion annually. There are other suggestions and there certainly 
will be additional proposals, and counterproposals. 

Although the size and exact nature of the program can’t be predicted, it is 
quite clear that it will be substantially greater than in the year in: which 
telephone companies had to spend $8,125,000 to relocate their plant. Perhaps 
the cost will be 3 times greater; perhaps 6 times greater. In any case the 
already heavy expense will rise to an alarming level. 

The nature of the problem—of moving utility plant when highways are im- 
proved—has been rather thoroughly reviewed, but there is one facet which 
warrants some amplification. This is the facet dealing with the right of the 
utility—in this case the telephone company—to use the public rights-of-way 

sasically, rights-of-way serve the public interest. They constitute public 
economy. This concept has been an important factor in the growth of the most 
comprehensive communications system in the world. Americans have more 
telephone service, and better telephone service than any other people. This 
Nation’s social and industrial development reflects this. 
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Telephone companies have spent vast sums of money to build their facilities 
within the different States, relying upon the rights granted them to occupy the 
highway rights-of-way. In many States this right is considered to be a 
property right, but whether it is called a property right, a license, or what 
not, the point is that the utilities are not trespassers on the highway. Rather, 
they have been invited there in the interest of providing utility service to the 
public at the lowest possible cost. 

The problem is who should pay the bill when that occupancy is disturbed. 
The cost of providing any utility service can be met, of course, only through 
rates collected from those who use the service. Therefore, costs imposed upon 
a utility to relocate its facilities to accommodate Federal-aid highway con- 
struction is actually a burden which falls upon the customers and users of the 
service. 

At this point we should like to make it clear that nothing in the statement 
is intended to be in opposition to improvement of the Nation's highway system. 
Everyone is heartily in favor of highway improvement both as it adds to our 
personal motoring comfort, strengthens our internal trade routes and strengthens 
our national defense, 

Rather, this statement deals with what we consider an unfair method of 
assessing the cost of what is actually an integral part of building and improving 
highways. We believe the public generally, meaning the users of the utility 
services, recognize and are in general agreement that they should pay for 
highways through the channel of gasoline taxes, auto license fees, State and 
Federal taxes applicable to all taxpayers or highway users. The obtaining of 
revenues through these channels assumes that everyone benefits from better 
highways. 

Under the existing practice of forcing utilities to bear the expense of moving 
their plant, the subscribers are required to make a double contribution toward 
the cost of Federal-aid highway construction—once in taxes and again in rates. 
This is clearly inequitable. For example, a utility company which serves a 
single communty which is located directly on the route of a highway which is 
being widened must bear a frightfully heavy burden in relation to the benefit 
derived from the highway. A utility in a nearby community, on the other hand, 
will be called upon to make no contribution to relocation costs, because the 
highway does not bisect this second town. But residents of the two communities 
will get about equal benefit from the Federal-aid highway. 

Another discrepancy is the treatment given railroads and the treatment given 
other utilities. Under the present act, and rules and regulations thereunder, 
railroads are relieved of the expense of moving their facilities to accommodate 
a Federal-aid highway project. On the other hand, nonrailroad utilities whose 
facilities have been lawfully constructed along or across public highways have 
been required to relocate them at their own expense even though they constitute 
no hazard to the traveling public in contrast to railroad tracks over which trains 
operate. In other words, one utility is reimbursed for its expense while other 
publie utilities are required to relocate or readjust their facilities at their own 
expense. We now ask that the Congress also make provision in the act for the 
payment of relocation expense of all public utilities, 

The argument has been made that the Federal Government should not com- 
pensate utilities for relocation costs on Federal-aid highways unless the States 
do likewise. This argument misses the point which is that this is essentially 
a Federal or national problem. It must be borne in mind that it is the gen- 
erally recognized need for a greatly expanded Federal-aid system of primary 
highways, and not the local highway programs of the individual States, which 
would greatly increase the burden of relocation costs on the utilities. Further- 
more, it is inconceivable that this problem could be dealt with on a uniform 
basis if it were left to the 48 States. That this approach would result in the 
imposition of unequal burdens on utility users from State to State was recog- 
nized in the case of the railroads and was one important reason why the problem 
of their relocation costs were dealt with on the Federal level. 

Earlier in this statement, reference was made to the size of the relocation cost 
as regards the telephone companies and telephone users. From the standpoint 
of this committee, interested as it is in making sure that the maximum of highway 
is obtained from each dollar expended, it will be of interest to place this 
relocation cost against the yardstick of total money spent for highways. 

Referring back to the available figures for the year 1953, the cost of relocating 
telephone plant was 1% percent of the amount spent from Federal funds. In 
other words, the burden which is extremely heavy to telephone users—and 
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inequitable as well—could be included in the overall budget for highway construc- 
tion with no appreciable reduction in the highway improvement gained from 
funds made available. 

Finally there is one more point which as an engineer with many years’ 
experience I would like to call to the attention of the committee. If the cost 
of utility plant relocation, as well as highway construction costs, were the 
responsibility of those planning Federal-aid highways, in my opinion, considerably 
more care would be exercised in making overall plans with the likely result that 
in many cases the extent of plant relocation would be minimized. This would 
obviously serve to reduce these costs considerably below the levels now expe- 
rienced. This is no criticism of anyone. It is merely the statement of the 
natural result when all costs come out of the same pocket. 

To sum up, the telephone companies strongly believe that present practices 
in handling relocation costs are out of gear with the times and out of gear with 
the relocation problems attendant on building modern highways. Also, we wish 
to stress that the burden resulting from this inequity is now substantial and 
that it will rise sharply as Federal-aid highway construction increases. Relief 
is needed now, and we urge this committee, in its consideration of legislation, 
to recognize relocation costs in their true light as one of the basic costs of 
highway construction. A few should not be asked to bear an undue share; 
rather, the costs should be borne equally. 





STATEMENT OF EpwarpD FALcK, CONSULTING ENGINEER 


My name is Edward Falck. I am a consulting engineer with offices in Wash- 
ington, D.C. I am appearing before your committee on behalf of the following 
electric and gas utility companies: 

Kansas City Power & Light Co., which is engaged in generating and distributing 
electricity in 11 counties in eastern Kansas, in 13 counties in the western part 
of Missouri, and in 5 counties in Iowa. The territory served has a population 
of more than 750,000. 

Virginia Electric & Power Co., which is engaged in the generation and dis- 
tribution of electricity in an area comprising the greater part of Virginia, east 
central West Virginia, and northeastern North Carolina. The company serves 
an area with an estimated population of 2,200,000. 

Consolidated Natural Gas Co., which produces, transmits, and distributes 
natural gas in eastern Ohio, western Pennsylvania, northern West Virginia, and 
western New York. Its operating subsidiaries serve at retail an area with 
estimated population of 3,886,000 and at wholesale an area with estimated 
population of 3,381,000. 

Southern California Gas Co., which distributes natural gas in Los Angeles 
and 161 other cities, towns, and communities in central and southern California. 
The total population in the area served is estimated at 4,800,000. 

Southern Counties Gas Co. of California, which distributes natural gas in 
various counties in southern California. The total population served is esti- 
inated at 1,600,000. 

Indiana Gas & Water Co., Ine., which supplies natural gas in various commu- 
nities in the State of Indiana. Combined population of service area about 
395,000. 

Commonwealth Natural Gas Corp., which transmits natural gas to Richmond 
and other cities in Virginia. Population served approximately 500,000. 

Portland Gas & Coke Co., which distributes gas in Portland and Salem and 
78 other communities in Oregon. Total population served is estimated at 
700,000. 

Washington Gas Light Co., which distributes gas to the city of Washington, 
D. C., and to contiguous territories in Maryland and Virginia. Population 
served is estimated to be approximately 1,300,000. 

This statement was prepared to present the views of the above companies on 
the matter of reimbursing utilities for costs incurred as a result of the Federal- 
aid highway program. While each of the companies would be happy to present 
facts concerning local situations, it was felt that a consolidated statement of 
their views would be preferred in order to save the time of your committee. 
However, these companies stand ready to supply you with any available informa- 
tion that you may request. 
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The study that was recently made by the Department of Commerce under the 
provisions of section 11 of the 1954 Federal Highway Act shows the estimated 
cost of relocation of utility facilities for the year 1953. In this year, Federal 
expenditures for highway construction amounted to a little more than $500 
million. The 1954 Federal Highway Act authorized expenditures at the rate of 
about $850 million per year. It is my understanding that the Gore bill, S. 1048, 
would authorize Federal expenditures at the rate of $1,600 million per year and 
the Martin bill, S. 1160, would authorize expenditures at the rate of $2,807 
million per year. It is clear that if the rate of Federal highway expenditure 
is stepped up threefold or more the impact of necessary relocation of facilities 
on the electric, gas, water, and telephone industries will be correspondingly 
increased. 

All of these electric and gas companies have constructed extensive and com- 
plex systems for the transmission and distribution of utility services. Their 
facilities, both underground and overhead, are located along or across public 
streets and State and Federal highways. In recent years, the construction of 
improved highways, expressways, and freeways has required these utilities to 
remove and relocate parts of their transmission and distribution facilities. 
Such relocations of utility facilities has been at great cost, all of which has been 
borne by the utilities themselves. They have not been reimbursed for any part 
of these relocation costs. Ultimately these costs become a part of the total 
utility cost of service and must be charged to the rate payers. In short, the 
utility relocation costs due to highway construction are ultimately borne by the 
electric and gas consumers. We feel that this is not an equitable result. The 
full cost of highway construction should be paid by the people who benefit from 
improved highways or should be charged to general tax funds, but it should not 
be charged to the people who are using utility services. 

This problem, although important to the utilities in the past, is likely to be- 
come an increasingly serious problem with the proposed acceleration of Federal 
aid highway construction. There is no direct or indirect relationship between 
the benefits and cost of highway construction on the one hand and volume of 
use of utility services on the other. A large user of electric or gas service might 
make little or no use of the highways. Conversely, a person making frequent use 
of the highways might turn out to be a relatively small user of electric and gas 
services. The same of course is true with respect to other utility services such 
as telephone and water. 

The utilities are very much in favor of the expansion and improvement of the 
Nation's highways. They believe that such expansion is definitely in the national 
interest and will contribute to the national defense and the general economy. 
However, they feel that in this enlarged Federal-aid highway program a _ pro- 
vision should be made for reimbursement to utilities for the cost of relocating 
their facilities. Such a reimbursement provision would allocate the cost of 
utility relocation to the place where it belongs, namely, the highway project. 
This clear recognition and assignment of the cost of relocation utility facilities 
would provide an incentive for highway planners to select improved highway 
routes and engineering designs that would minimize the number, extent, and 
cost of relocation. Since these costs are a component part of the total cost of 
highway improvement, regardless of who may pay for them, they should be 
given serious study at the time a decision is reached as to which is the best of 
several alternative routes and designs. This is sound engineering economies. 
In a number of cases, a change of route of only 1 or 2 blocks would have resulted 
in a material reduction in the size of the utility relocation job. In other cases 
a design calling for an elevated expressway instead of an underpass would have 
substantially reduced the cost of relocating utility facilities. By including re- 
location costs as a part of the total cost of the highway project, the engineering 
planning will inevitably result in the most efficient and least costly solution. 
This is worthwhile not only as a matter of equity but from the standpoint of 
obtaining the most economic overall costs for the benefit of our national economy. 

Congress has long recognized that the cost of relocating railroad facilities 
should be considered a part of the construction cost of a Federal-aid highway 
project. All that we are recommending here is that utilities be treated in the 
same way as railroads. We therefore respectfully recommend that your com- 
mittee give favorable consideration to the principle of authoriz ng reimburse- 
ment to utilities for the cost of relocating their facilities when such relocation 
has been made necessary by the Federal-aid highway construction program. 
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STATEMENT OF BrapFroRD Ross, ON BEHALF OF THE UNITED STATES INDEPENDENT 
TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION 


I appear in behalf of the United States Independent Telephone Association, 
the trade organization representing 5,100 independent telephone companies all 
over the Nation which are independent of the Bell System. 

Independent telephone companies in the United States provide telephone serv- 
ice in approximately 11,000 cities, towns, and communities. These companies 
constitute the smaller part of the telephone industry as compared to the Bell 
System and are located principally in suburban communities and rural areas. 
They serve approximately two-thirds of the geographical area of the country. 

The independent telephone industry operates over 8% million telephones 
through companies which obviously are for the most part small-business enter- 
prises. Great numbers of farmers, rural businesses, and small communities in 
practically every State are dependent on the independent telephone company 
in the conduct of their daily business and personal affairs. The rural telephone 
services of these companies are vital to the welfare and the business success 
of subscribers. 

The typical independent telephone company operates on a small amount of 
capital. Its subscribers are insufficient in number to permit any drastic 
increases in cost of operation. The ability to improve and expand service to 
rural and small-town subscribers is vital to the welfare and progress of the 
areas served in this period when telephonic communication is so widely utilized 
by both rural citizen and city dweller. 

Small telephone companies, like all utilities, are required to maintain their 
facilities in good condition to render adequate and prompt service to the 
public served. Operating expenses and reserves are permitted only for the 
necessary and normal costs of doing business. Their rates are also limited 
by public authority to provide only a reaonable return. No reserves are on 
hand for relocation of facilities or other substantial and unpredictable expendi- 
tures. Any cost incurred of that nature must be met by the utility and ulti- 
mately be recouped from the subscribers after long regulatory lags of time. 
Therefore, when such an eypenditure must be met immediately by a small tele- 
phone company, the difficulty of raising the capital will in many cases, perhaps 
most cases, produce an acute financial crisis. 

The independent telephone companies and their subscribers have much reason 
to become and more concerned with the prospect that such a burden may be 
thrust upon them, one which could not have been foreseen and for which reserves 
have not and could not have been provided under regulation. 

The Congress of the United States should recognize, in enacting any Federal 
legislation, the need for protecting utilities and their consumers from any in- 
equitable cost; particularly independent telephone companies in view of the fact 
that in recent years the cost of machinery and other equipment necessary to the 
success of agriculture has gone up steadily and substantially, and at a time the 
prices for farm products generally have decreased. 

The legislation now pending before this committee would authorize billions of 
dollars for federally aided highways without making provision to protect tele- 
phone companies and their subscribers from the enormous cost involved in the 
relocation of telephone facilities which would be necessitated thereby. 

In recent years in connection with similar but much less extensive highway 
programs members of this association and its representatives have appeared be- 
fore congressional committees in an endeavor to save the telephone companies 
from such unfair burdens. 

It has been estimated that a little over $1 million was expended by those inde- 
pendent telephone companies which were affected by the Federal-aid highway 
projects during the year 1953. Let me emphasize that legislation now before this 
committee, if enacted, would appear to at least triple this cost to independent 
telephone companies, placing an intolerable financial burden on the small com- 
panies so unfortunate as to be affected. It should be recognized that there is a 
limit to the burden which these companies can bear. 

It is clear that some other industries, large and small, stand to reap great 
benefits from federally aided highway programs. The independent telephone 
companies have no wish to see thwarted the prospects of those industries which 
would be directly benefited thereby, nor do they offer opposition to highway pro- 
grams which place the burden equally upon the general public. It is our position, 
however, that the independent telephone companies should not be made to bear 
an inequitable burden or their subscribers made to contribute in effect subsidy 
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to highway programs which benefit them only to the extent that benefit accrues to 
all segments of the public. As taxpayers, they pay their full and equitable share 
of all the costs of such a program. In any case, even if the independent companies 
were all large corporations with many thousands of subscribers per company 
and had resources which could be levied upon to help defray an unfair share of 
the cost of highways, we would stand here opposing such discrimination. No 
equitable ground exists for taxing utilities and their subscribers for their full 
share of the cost of a highway program and then laying upon them a heavy addi- 
tional cost for the execution of the same program. They would contribute once 
through taxes then doubly through increased rates. 

Of the thousands of independent telephone exchanges, less than one-tenth 
have more than 500 subscribers. If the entire cost of relocating independent 
telephone facilities were equitably spread among all the independent telephone 
companies and their subscribers in the United States, the load could perhaps 
be borne without such drastic impact upon their finances and ability to render 
service. But the full burden would fall on the particular telephone companies 
which perchance lie within the path of the highways to be constructed or im- 
proved, and not upon all companies. Such companies would bear the total cost 
and inconvenience of removal and reconstruction of their lines and facilities. 
They would have to finance somehow the full cost of relocation, although the 
benefits to them of the highway construction are no greater than to any other 
user of the roads. 

It must be remembered that if the telephone companies did not have the use 
of the public highway rights-of-way, many of the lines rendering services to 
rural subscribers would not be in existence because of prohibitive costs. Such 
service in many instances was established only because use of the highway 
right-of-way made the project economically feasible. 

Congress has recognized the injustice of having the railroads incur the cost 
for grade-crossing eliminations made necessary by Federal highway construction. 
We do not dispute the justice of railroad immunity from such costs, but rather 
contend that the other utilities likewise dislocated by highway programs are 
entitled to receive the same fair treatment. The purpose of highway improve- 
ment is to benefit interstate transportation and strengthen national defense. If 
any particular class of industry is required to make special capital outlays as a 
result of such improvement, it should not be an industry which will receive no 
special benefit from the improved transportation facilities provided. 

The financial authorization for highway projects should include all costs di- 
rectly resulting from such construction including the relocation of physical 
facilities involved. 

To summarize: We urge that the cost of removing and rebuilding tele- 
phone poles and lines made necessary by the construction of federally aided 
highways be absorbed as a part of the total cost of the highway construction 
for the following salient reasons: 

1. Highway improvement programs are projected for the benefit of the pub- 
lic generally. Telephone companies and their subscribers should not be re- 
quired to assumé any portion of the cost from which they derive no special 
benefit. 

2. The independent telephone companies and their subscribers, as a segment 
of the general public, contribute through taxes their just portion for public 
highway improvements. The imposition upon them of additional costs would 
be punitive and discriminatory. In many instances it would amount to many 
times the equitable share levied upon them in taxes. 

8. The cost which would be placed upon the typical independent telephone 
company affected would impair its financial structure and the services which 
it renders to the public. The limited earnings of such companies and lack of 
reserves for such purposes would impose unbearable burdens. 

4. The policy which has been adopted in immunizing railroads against 
costs incurred for grade-crossing eliminations made necessary by Federal high- 
way construction should apply as well to other regulated enterprises, giving 
equality of treatment under the law. 

5. Improvement of service and protection of the independent telephone industry 
should be fostered by Congress and protection afforded against additional in- 
equitable and discriminatory costs. 

We earnestly urge this committee to protect the independent telephone com- 
panies from the injustices in the legislation now under consideration. 


61030—55——60 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. ANDERSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, ON BEHALF OF 
AMERICAN TRANSIT ASSOCIATION 


The American Transit Association is a voluntary trade association comprising 
in its membership companies operating motor buses, streetcars, trolley coaches, 
and rapid transit facilities, or various combinations thereof, in urban and sub- 
urban areas in all parts of the United States. The association’s operating mem- 
ber companies annually transport more than 80 percent of the transit passengers 
carried in the United States. About 14 billion passengers were carried by the 
transit industry in 1953 and approximately 81,000 passenger vehicles of all types 
were owned by the industry as of December 31 of that year. 

The purpose of this statement is to point out a conspicuous inequity presently 
existing in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat., 838; U. S. Code Cong. 
Service 1944, p. 840). 

This act, in substance, authorizes the use of Federal funds to pay the cost of 
relocating facilities of railroads when such facilities are located within a 
highway right-of-way and are involved in a Federal-aid grade crossing project. 
The act authorizes the promulgation of rules and regulations by the I'ederal 
Bureau of Public Roads. Regulations promulgated pursuant thereto relieve 
railroads from the cost of removal or adjustment of their facilities in the 
elimination of railroad grade crossings, notwithstanding State statutory liabili- 
ties imposed on the railroad to contribute toward the cost of removal or ad,ust- 
ment of such facilities. 

The same result does not obtain with respect to urban transit utilities. It has 
been the practice of the Bureau of Public Roads to disallow reimbursement to 
those other than railroads unless it is determined that the nonrailroad utility is, 
by reason of State statute, under no obligation to absorb the cost involved. 
Moreover, the Bureau has followed this practice even though the nonrailroad 
utility’s facilities must be removed or adjusted because of the elimination of 
grade crossings of the railroad. 

This obvious discrimination and inequity is palpably wrong. The accepted 
theory of the expenditure of Federal funds on interstate highways is justified by 
reason of the requirements of the national defense and in travel in the promotion 
of interstate commerce. Benefits from such expenditures of Federal funds 
accrue to the general public whose tax contributions make such expenditures 
possible. It is inequitable to levy taxes upon the public in general, including 
the nonrailroad utilities, and thereafter require such nonrailroad utilities to 
absorb the cost of removal or adjustment of their facilities to make way for a 
Federal-aid highway or railroad grade crossing project, thereby subjecting 
nonrailroad utilities to double taxation. Persons who use the services of the 
nonralroad utility must pay a rate or tariff sufficient to cover the cost of removal 
or adjustment of the nonrailroad utility’s facilities—this in addition to paying 
their fair share of general taxes levied. 

Let me cite an experience of the Birmingham Transit Co., Birmingham, Ala., 
as an example of the inequities arising from the act. In the city of Birmingham 
substantially all of the vehicular traffic from the downtown area to the eastern 
part of the city, and vice versa, travels over and along First Avenue North. 
The avenue is some 10 miles in length and is designated U. S. Highway No. 11. 
In 1914 a viaduct was constructed along this avenue between 26th and 35th 
Streets to overpass railroad facilities of the Birmingham Belt Railroad, the 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad, the Southern Railway System, the Seaboard 
Airline Railroad, the switching tracks of the Birmingham Terminal Co., the 
private railroad facilities of the Sloss-Sheffield Steel & Iron Co., and the furnace 
operations of the latter company. The predecessor company in the urban transit 
business installed double street railway tracks over and along this viaduct as 
a part of its transit system from the downtown area to the eastern part of the 
city. 

In 1948 some 30,000 persons were daily being transported by trolley car to 
and from the downtown area to the eastern part of the city over this viaduct. 
Authorities coneluded that the structure was unsatisfactory and decided to 
replace it with a longer, wider, higher viaduct. The project was in the nature 
of reconstruction of a grade separation structure, to be partly financed with 
Federal funds. 

Forthwith, the city and State entered into a contract with the railroads 
whose facilities Were to be overpassed. The contribution of the railroads 
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toward the cost of demolition and reconstruction was nominal, being restricted 
to permanent benefits accruing to them. 

A municipal ordinance was adopted (No. 639-F) directing the transit company 
to forthwith remove its facilities from the existing structure at its own expense 
(sec. 6); and that upon completion of the new structure it might reinstall its 
facilities thereon at its own expense (sec. 10). 

In order to continue te serve the public, the transit company was compelled 
to substantially increase its expenses of operation by storing its new electric 
streetcars, renting gasoline motor buses, and following a circuitous routing in 
order to carry its passengers between the downtown area and the eastern section 
ot the city. 

The old viaduct was closed to traffic in March 1949 and the new structure 
opened to traffic in September 1950. The transit company’s net expense of 
removal, adjustment, and restoration of its facilities was $112,564.85. There 
was also a levy of $69,105.57, representing additional integral cost of the new 
viaduct in providing for additional structural strength. Additional operating 
expenses directly attributable to the demolition and reconstruction of the grade- 
separation project were in excess of $225,000 a year. As the transit properties 
were at the time operated as a department of Birmingham Electric Co., we could 
not, withcut going into lengthy detail and the various accounting complications, 
vive you precise figures as to the net financial effect of the costs and expenses 
related. We can assure you that the entire period was one of grave financial 
difficulties, and that the viaduct problem accentuated such difficulties tremen- 
dously. We can also assure you that the company’s passengers were ultimately 
required to pay higher tariffs because of the increased expenses growing out of 
additional operating cost and the cost of removal and adjustment of facilities. 
These higher tariffs were in addition to taxes levied upon them as part of the 
general public. 

Only 53 privately owned transit companies and 7 publicly owned transit 
systems located in major cities in 28 different States are eoperating 1 or more 
of several different types of electric transit vehicles. They are very vitally 
concerned with the inequities which exist with respect to bearing the cost of 
removal and adjustment of their facilities in areas where Federal-aid highway 
and railroad-grade separation projects are in progress or in prospect. 

Urban transit companies in the United States, by and large, have an extremely 
difficult financial problem growing out of constantly declining passenger travel 
and constantly mounting operating expenses. Municipal authorities and others 
have given a great deal of thought and have expressed considerable alarm and 
concern with respect to the future of urban transit systems. The inequities 
existing with respect to the Federal-Aid Highway Act subjects those companies 
unfortunate enough to be caught in a highway project to financial blows which 
the majority are ill prepared to weather. To companies without large retained 
earnings, particularly the smaller ones, the direct and indirect costs of a high- 
way project can well be the straw that breaks the camel's back. This is true, 
even though the total annual costs to transit companies as estimated on a nation- 
wide basis do not appear large. 

Another difficulty lies in the fact that it is seldom possible for a company to 
make financial plans to meet such costs, as they may be nonexistent or negligible 
year after year and then suddenly appear as a major or even disastrous financial 
burden which the company can only seek to transfer, at least in part, to its 
customers in the form of increased fares. 

In conclusion, it seems to us that the cost of removal and adjustment of 
nonrailroad utilities’ facilities in the area of Federal-aid highway construc- 
tion or reconstruction, including railroad grade crossings, should be considered 
as much a part of the construction cost of the highway or railroad-crossing 
project as any other cost when such improvements are accruing to the benefit of 
the general public. 

We respectfully request this committee to give due consideration to removal of 


the existing inequities in their deliberation concerning amendments to this said 
act. 


Senator Gore. The committee will now hear Mr. John V. Lawrence, 
managing director, American Trucking Associations. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN V. LAWRENCE, MANAGING DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC. 


Mr. Lawrence. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
John V. Lawrence, managing director, American Trucking Associa- 
tions. 

The American Trucking Associations, Inc., is the national trade 
association of the trucking industry, representing all types of motor 
carriers of property, both for hire and private. We have affiliated 
associations in all 48 States, and in the District of Columbia. Our 
offices are located at 1424 16th Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Our presentation will be divided into two parts. I will endeavor to 
outline our policy and position in general terms with respect to the 
matters before the committee. 

Our second witness, Mr. Bresnahan, will concentrate upon the truck- 
ing industry’s taxpayments in relation to its tax responsibilities, and 
the general question of equity in highway taxation. These questions 
arise with respect to S. 1573, which would require certain classes of 
motor vehicles to purchase special license plates. 

Like the governors’ conference and the American Association of 
State Highws ay Officials, the policy and position of the trucking in- 
dustry has undergone an evolution in recent years. 

For many years, in common with numerous other groups and 
organizations, it was our position that the Federal fuel taxes and 
automotive excise taxes should be repealed. 

This position was based upon the legislative history of these taxes 
as well as the legislative history of the Federal highway-aid program. 
Historically, there was no connection between the Federal highway- 
user taxes and the Federal highway-aid program. 

In recognition of the Federal Government’s constitutional respon- 
sibilities with respect to provision for the common defense, pro- 
vision for the general welfare and establishment of post offices and 
post roads, Congress began appropriating money for roads long 
before the highway- user taxes came into being. 

Federal appropriations for roads actually date back as far as 1806 
when Congress appropriated funds for the improvement of the Na- 
tional Pike, or Cumberland Road. The first highway-user taxes were 
enacted in 1918 as emergency war measures with the understanding 
they would be repealed. They were repealed in the 1920’s—I think 
it was 1927 or 1928—but reenacted in 1932 as emergency depression 
measures, again with the understanding that they would be repealed 
when the emergency wasover. They have not been repealed, of course, 
and instead the rates have been increased from time to time. 

The legislative history of more recent years has given a strong 
indication of revised congressional thinking—a tendency to relate and 
establish a link between the highway-user taxes and the Federal high- 
way appropriations. 

‘ongressional sponsors of Federal highway-aid legislation in recent 
years have cited collection of the highway-user taxes as one of the 
justifications for the oot increasing aid program, although the 
taxes always have substantially exceeded the appropriations. 

An even more significant indication of congressional adoption of 
the linkage theory came in 1951. The Federal tax on gasoline has 
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always applied to every gallon of gas, regardless of the purpose for 
which the fuel was used. In 1951, Congress levied the 2-cents per 
gallon on diesel fuel as well as gasoline. Significantly, however, the 
diesel fuel tax was limited to diesel fuel used for highway purposes, 
and was therefore not applicable to diesel fuel used for other purposes, 
such as that used for operating railroad locomotives. 

This revision of congressional thinking, this rather clear-cut con- 
gressional decision to treat the fuel tax and the automotive excise taxes 
as highway-user taxes, and to relate them to Federal highway expendi- 
tures, has compelled the trucking industry and many other groups to 
reappraise their long-standing position in favor of repeal. 

In the face of clear-cut congressional actions to the contrary, it 
appeared that our long-standing and flat position in favor of repeal 
of the taxes had been rendered unrealistic. 

Therefore, at its annual meeting in 1953 our board of directors ex- 
panded our organization’s policy to embrace a recommendation that 
if the Federal taxes were to be continued as highway-user charges the 
level of Federal highway appropriations should be increased to a level 
at least approximating the Federal fuel taxes, and that the bulk of 
the increase be earmarked for improvement of the National System 
of Interstate Highways. 

It became necessary for us to take still a further look at our policy 
when, in the middle of last year, the President announced his ideas 
for a greatly expanded program of highway improvement. 

The President’s message to the Governors’ Conference last July 
presaged a greater role of the Federal Government in the financing 
of highway construction in this country. This being so, we felt we 
needed an industry policy. Our governing body gave it to us and we 
outlined it in our appearance before the President’s Advisory Com- 
mittee (Clay Committee) as follows: 

The current Federal-aid program of $875 million breaks down like this: 

“(a) $315 million for the primary system, with States matching on a 50-50 
basis. 

“(b) $210 million for secondary roads, with matching on a 50-50 basis. 

“(ec) $175 million for urban streets, with matching on a 50—50 basis. 

“(d) $175 million for the 40,000-mile National System of Interstate Highways, 
on a matching basis of 40 (State) and 60 (Federal). 

“We would recommend continuation of the current Federal-aid program with 
respect to the primary system, secondary roads, and urban streets, on the existing 
matching basis—(a), (0), and (c). 

“We would recommend discontinuance of the current Federal-aid program (d) 
with respect to the National System of Interstate Highways, thus relieving the 
States of the necessity of matching current Federal appropriations for that 
purpose, and enabling the States to use the money thus saved for other roads 
and streets. 

“We would recommend that the Federal Government assume full financial 
responsibility for building the National System of Interstate Highways under a 
Federal-State relationship that would be substantially similar to that which has 
prevailed in the past with respect to Federal aid, except that there would be no 
matching by the States.” 

Generally speaking, Senate bill 1160 coincides with our policy. It 
recognizes the overriding importance of the Interstate System and 
would concentrate increased Federal funds upon that system. It 
seems only logical for the National Government to concentrate its 
efforts on this national-highway system, particularly in the light of 
current world conditions. 
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By the same token, it is logical that the States have concentrated 
and will continue to concentrate upon roads and streets of local rather 
than national importance. This understandable tendency in the past 
accounts largely for the finding in the report to the 81st Congress in 
which the National System was laid out, that : “Of the entire street and 
highway network, the Interstate Highway System, its most important 

segment, is by and large the most seriously obsolescent part.” 

Tt might be said that to date even the National Government has given 
the Interstate Highway System much less than top priority. In the 
current Federal-aid program of $875 million, only $175 million is 
applied to that system. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairmen, could I interrupt to point out a fact 
which IT am sure Mr. Lawrence knows full well, and that is that that 
$175 million was 7 times what it was under the previous act. 

Mr. Lawrence. That is right. 

Senator Casr. It was $25 million the year before that. 

Mr. Lawrence. I think by way of matching, from 1938 on down 
to the most current figure the authorizations- -and I use 1938 because 
that was the time of the predece essor report on the Interstate System, 
or the interregional system—$7,200 million, of that spent then, only 
$400 million, including a big chunk which was in the last Congress, 
1954 act, the $175 million, was authorized for the Interstate System, or 
about 514 percent of the total. 

Senator Gore. On page 4 you said that your association recom- 
mends that the Federal Government undertake or “assume full finan- 
cial responsibility for building a National System of Interstate High- 
ways.” Should that policy be adopted, the Federal Government 
would then acquire the rights-of-way, would then own the rights-of- 
way, would then bear the entire cost of the highways. 

In that. case do you not think it would be necessary for the Federal 
Government to exercise some police power with respect to these high- 
ways ¢ 

Mr. Lawrence. Our policy, Mr. Chairman, which was adopted in 
the latter part of last August, and which I quote as having presented 
to the Clay committee I believe on October 8 last, called for the 
Federal Government to finance the building, but the relationships 
would be the same between the Federal Government and the States as 
previously. 

Senator Gorr. You would have the Federal Government acquire the 
rights-of-way and build the highways completely and then turn them 
over free of charge to the States? 

Mr. Lawrence. Our policy called for the financial burden to be 
assumed by the Federal Government, for the construction, and main- 
tenance and everything else to be just in the same relationship that 
we have today under the 1954 act. 

Senator Gore. If the Federal Government should assume the full 
financial responsibility for this system of interstate highways, would 
your association think that there should be some uniformity of weight 
and dimensions of vehicles using those highways 

Mr. Lawrence. We have been endeavoring to secure as much uni- 
formity as possible, Senator, for many years. As to a national one, 
we have never been able to envisage that as entirely feasible. 


Senator Gore. What kind of uniformity have you been trying to 
obtain then ? 
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Mr. Lawrence. More or less in areas, regional. In other words, the 
transportation problem in, say the 11 Western States, is quite a dif- 
ferent problem than it is in the East. Just to illustrate, take tank 
trucks. Inthe open areas you will find them hauling, toa large extent, 
gasoline or No. 2 furnace oil for a house. That runs about 6 to 7 
pounds to the gallon. 

If you come over in this great valley here of the Delaware, going 
up and bisecting New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and the Delaware section, 
that type of ti ank truck work gets into the chemical, in other words 
solvents, things of that type. That will weight 11 to 16 pounds a 
gallon. So itis an entirely diferent type of vehicle, a shorter, stockier 
vehicle. 

We have never been able to—while it has been a dream of many 
people we have never been able to feel that, for instance, in New 
England you would use the same equipment that you did in the 11 
Western States, for example, where they use a longer vehicle gen- 
erally than we do in the East. 

Senator Gorr. Would there be a difference in load limits? 

Mr. Lawrence. Here is the thing, Senator: Sitting in the back of 
the room you can see a lot of things that the fellow sitting here under 
the gun of the committee does not see. But I think that there might 
have been some misconception this morning. I listened to Mr. du Pont. 
He was talking about axleloads, I think in the minds of yourself 
and possibly other members of the committee you were thinking of 
gross loads. 

We would like to submit a memorandum on that, supplementing 
this statement, because I have heard Commissioner MacDonald in 
the past, time ‘and again, testify that the effect on the highway did 
not come from the gross load but from the axleload. In other words, 
all of our 48 States have an axleload. They are a little high in the 
Northeast and in the rest of the country they run predominantly 
18,000 pounds. Their gross loads varied because different lengths were 
there. But as Commissioner MacDonald pointed out, if you have 
adequate axle under there, and spread that load out—every State also 
has a bridge formula. On the pavement you keep it to a certain 
maximum axle weight. Pavement has been designed for it. But 
when you come to the bridges every State that I know of has a bridge 
formula, as to the facing, and length of the vehicle. 

That bridge formula, generally, was designed for 3 so-called H-15 
bridges, and it is designed to protect those older bridges. All new 
br idges are H-20, which is a much heavier duty bridge which is being 
put in generally for defense purposes. 

Senator Gore. What would be a reasonable overall limit on loads 
per axle ? 

Mr. Lawrence. Senator, I know that you have two problems here. 
You have the progress in automotive development, which can occur 
very rapidly. Then you have the development of highways which 
have to last a number of years. You cannot just change it. That 
problem has puzzled us for a long time. Since 1946, under the High- 
way Research Board, studies have been under way, as I think was 
explained by Mr. du Pont when he was Commissioner—at least in the 
House committee—which is to arrive at just what is most economical 
for the country. 
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I mean the point of load, or axleload—mind you it is axleload— 
which is the maximum that creates the most economy for the people 
of this Nation, and at the same time does not defeat itself by causing 
the construction of so strong a highway that the cost far outweighs 
the economies of operation. I do not believe anybody will be able 
to give an intelligent answer on that until the study is completed, 
one phi ise of which has been some of these road tests heretofore which 
were initial efforts, but on which they are doing, as announced the 
other day, a rather important road test out in outer Illinois, at the 
expenditure of about $12 million to determine those factors. That 
is, road cost. 

Meanwhile, there are a number of people from the Bureau of Roads 
and State highway commissions examining books of different private 
and for-hire carriers to find out the economies related to size. I hope 
some day we will have it, but I do not think anybody can answer that 
problem now. 

Senator Gore. Meanwhile we are undertaking to write a bill which, 
by terms of either bill before the committee, will bring about an 
enormous expenditure of taxpayers’ money to build ro: ads, to make 
adequate a road system which has largely been made inadequate by 
the waste and the speed, the dimensions of present traffic. 

You speak of the development of the automotive industry. A wit- 
ness this morning testified that engineers have developed axles which 
will carry very much greater weights. I am not sure that the tax- 
payers can afford to build the roads to keep up with the engineers 
in the automotive industry and the American Trucking Association. 

Somewhere it seems there must be some uniformity. I have been 
hearing about uniformity ever since I have been in Congress, and that 
is a few years now. But just as you have said, it is still depending 
on something way in the future. We never seem to arrive at the 
goal. 

I am about to conclude that we must arrive at something, and that 
pretty soon. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I was handed today a copy of an 
editorial from the Omaha World-Herald, headed “Test Road in TIli- 
nois Should Give Answer to Damages by Trucks.” This refers to 
the $12 million test that is going to be set up in Illinois, to be carried 
out under the sponsorship of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials. 

In the editorial it refers to the test made in 1950 on this 1.1 mile 
road near LaPlata, Md., with which you are familiar. It makes the 
statement that: 


The principal purpose of this test was to determine the relative effects of 4 
different axle loads—18,000 pounds on a single axle (the limit in most States), 
22,400 pounds on a single axle (the limit in a few States), and tandem axle 
loads of 32,000 and 44,800 pounds. 

The results, as revealed by cracking of the pavement, were startling. It ap- 
peared that as truck weight went up, damage to the pavement increased in some- 
thing like a geometrical proportion. 

For example, it was found that: 22,400-pound single axles caused 6.4 times 
as much cracking as 18,000-pound single axles. 

44,800-pound-tandem axles caused 12.3 times as much cracking as 32,000-pound- 
tandem axles. 

The test of 44,800-pound tandem axle loads had to be ended ahead of schedule 
because there was not enough road left to test. 
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Truckers instantly and vigorously challenged these findings. The base under 
the road, they said, was not the best, though it was the sort found in many 
States. Maintenance, they said, was below par, though it was carried out as 
agreed on at the start. 

The test in Illinois will be carried out under the sponsorship of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials, with the National Research Council 
again directing the job. 

The road will be an 8-mile 4-laner to be constructed between Ottawa and 
LaSalle. It will be divided into loops about 144 miles long, of varying thick- 
ness. The test may last for years, and is expected to cost $12 million. 

Firm data: The new test should provide unshakable evidence as to what 
trucks do to roads. Answers are needed, to guide the States in fixing axle- 
load limits and in calculating how much trucks should pay for the use of roads. 

The Maryland experiment, in the judgment of most unbiased observers, was 
conclusive as to the devastating effect of huge, boxcar trucks on roads. But the 
Illinois test should be enormously valuable in providing further data and in 
supplying figures that no one can challenge. The $12 million to be spent on it 
may prove to be the best investment ever made in America’s highway program. 

Possibly Mr. Lawrence may want to comment on that. But at least 
it does point up the penn that this committee cannot exactly ignore 
in considering legislation which would launch a very large spending 
program for new highways. 

Senator Gore. You have before you a comment, Mr. Lawrence. 
You asked for a privilege of filing a supplementary statement. You 
are now accorded that privilege. The Chair is extremely aware of the 
concern of your association with this problem and wants to afford 
you every courtesy. The committee would like to have the coopera- 
tion of the trucking industry. 

When do you think you could supply the statement, Mr. Lawrence? 

Mr. Lawrence. I could do that in a couple of days. 

Senator Gore. Would it be a statement on your own part or one 
authorized by your association ? 

Mr. Lawrence. What I thought of doing was getting certain quota- 
tions together, by Commissioner MacDonald and others, of explaining 
gross weights versus axle weights, actual quotations. 

Senator Gorr. We would be glad to have that, but we would also 
like to have some statement of your association as to its attitude with 
respect to the fixing, in some reasonable manner, of national uni- 
formity of weights and dimensions of vehicles for use on highways on 
which you recommend that the Federal Government assume full 
financial responsibility. 

Mr. Lawrence. On that latter one, that would take a little time. 

Senator Gore. I would think it would. 

Mr. Lawrence. Weare a large institution. We have a large board, 
consisting of some four-hundred-and-twenty-some members. That 
would be a question because they have taken action many years ago on 
uniformity, and to undo what they did we would have to go back, 
and we usually do it in annual meeting. That does not come until 
October. 

Senator Gorge. It may be impossible for you to comply with the 
committee’s request. 

Mr. Lawrence. We will let you know. 

Senator Gore. We understand your difficulty. You may proceed. 

Mr. Lawrence. I was rather familiar, Senator Case, with that 
Maryland road test. On April 5, 1950, a press release came out. I was 
invited some weeks later to become a member of a sort of an advi isory 
committee, but apparently the plans were all completed. The press 
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release indicated that this was a first-class road on 12 to 18 inches of 
granulous subgrade. I think it was about the last week in June that 
I attended the first meeting, and a soil expert walked in and said that 
granular submaterial was not on 85 percent of its length. I think 
back in 1935 it was revised—a booklet that you used to be able to 
buy for 10 cents from the Department of Agriculture, on the use of 
concrete on the farm. 

For even a hard feeding deal, a platform, they suggested 6 inches 
of concrete, but showed how to prepare the ground to put cinders or 
sand in it. Here was 85 pere am of that 1.1 mile stretch that was laid 
on just plain Maryland mud. I do not want to take too much time, 
but the significant thing is that you hear quoted in editorials and 
everything else that the ‘effects of that test, which was from 20 to 90 
years’ use, according to the figures in the report, on the 85 percent 
there was no trouble. 

As far as the part where they claim there was no road left, people 
are driving over it today. Here is the thing: in that report you see 
the comment that the editorial picks up, and that is usually the 
publicity that goes out. That is on the plastic type and the other. 
But predomin: antly the plastic type, 85 percent. 

Here is one thing from the report that you never see. This is on 
page 7 of the report: 

Based on granular-type subgrades (A-—1 soils) the results show: (1) no pump- 
ing or cracking occurred during 238,000 applications of either the 18,000-pound, 
or the 22,400-pound single-axle loads where nonplastic granular soils with less 
than 9 percent passing the No. 200 mesh sieve (silt and clay sizes) occurred 
as a subgrade (see. p. 56) and (2) slight pumping but no cracking occurred under 
the 22..00-pound single-axle load on slightly plastie (p. I. less than 6) granular 
soils containing more than 9 percent passing the No. 200 mesh sieve (see p. 56) 

But where the road was built right, no cracks whatsoever appeared 
except in all that whole section there was one break in a joint, and 
nobody knew what had happened until they ditched that thing along- 
side, and you could look at the whole side, the whole profile. 

Senator Case. Does construction in the way that you suggest add 
materially to the cost of building a highway 4 

Mr. Lawrence. About 5 nercent, “if you build it right, at current 
prices. In fact, in spots over here, on this—some of the boys were on 
it just a few weeks ago, I have not been on it but I have photographs 
in the oflice showing it—there is cracking appearing in a part of the 
section of the new Baltimore-Washington one, where the drainage is 
bad, and no trucks have been permitted on that road. 

Senator Casr. Of course if they have a fill that was not properly 
compacted it will settle without any traffic. 

Mr. Lawrence. I would like to read this, because I thought, being 
on that committee and taken out, apparently there were no minutes 
of the final meeting, if I read this, people seem to think that that was a 
test of a road built under certain conditions, or poorly built, parts of 
it. But in the report it states the only way you can find that link to 
national conditions, or as a general thing, is this point here, on page 59: 

It is rather difficult to estimate from available data the areas in which mod- 
erately plastic fine-grained soils predominate because until rather recently 
no engineering soil maps have been prepared even on a statewide basis. But, 
a conservative estimate can be made since it is known from the process of soil 
formation that residual silty clay to clay soils develop in humid climates from 
limestone and shale bed rocks. Similarly, basic igneous and metamorphis rocks 
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usually weather into fine-grained soil under this climate. In most cases, alluvial 
soils derived primarily from the erosion of these weathered rock mantels es 
pecially those on large river flood plains in the backwater regions where move 
ment of the floodwaters are appreciably retarded, are likely to be fine-grained, 
moderately plastic types. 

I will not read all the technical part of it. We start off by the state- 
ment that only recently they have started engineering soil reports. 

Senator Case. What are you reading from 

Mr. Lawrence. From the report of the Mar viand road test. 

Senator Casr. The report of ‘the Maryland road test 

Mr. Lawrence. Yes, sir; pages 59 and 60. 

Senator Case. Issued by whom? 

Mr. Lawrence. By the highway research board. 

In this report there is a map, a weather map of the United States. 
Then the report goes on by saying that they have not had sufficient data 
up to that time. Then they said this is typical of the country because 
they show a weather map ‘and show where there is rainfall, you are 
going to have bad soil conditions, and better soil conditions without 
heavy rainfall. 

If you look at that map it shows heavy rainfall in New England. 
Any New Englander will tell you that that whole place is built on 
rock. It is good soil. They have the highest axle limits in the country 
because of that. 

Senator Gore. Your association is invited to submit an official state- 
ment and recommendation, if any, on this point. The committee is 
without any bias whatsoever against the trucking industry. It recog- 
nizes the important part that it plays in the national economy. It ree- 
ognizes also the taxation that it pays. We must have an efficient, 
healthy transportation industry, and the trucking industry is a large 
segment of that transportation industry. 

The committee is seriously considering, however, the devising of 
some way to bring about some national uniformity in the weights and 
dimension of vehicles, both trucks and buses, particularly on the roads 
toward which the Federal Government assumes either all or a major 
share of the cost. 

You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Lawrence. On that paper, I do not know whether we will get 
uniformity. 

Senator Gore. I understand. I said you were invited. 

Mr. Lawrence. Thank you, sir. 

When this is matched by the States on the current 60—40 basis the 
total annual amount going into the system is less than $292 million. 
At that rate, it would take more than 90 years to complete the system 
up to requirements of 20 years hence. Even at the accelerated rate 
proposed in Senate bill 1048, introduced by Chairman Gore, it would 
take about 35 years. 

Witnesses, well qualified to speak on the subject, have for years testi- 
fied before the Senate and House committees as to the importance of 
the Interstate System to our national defense and, more recently, to 
our civil defense. If the Interstate System is as important to the 
military and civilian defense of the Nation as indicated, the 10-year 
program provided for in Senate bill 1160 seems vital. Current news- 
paper headlines would indicate that if we had the system today it 
would be none too soon. 
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Keeping in mind the highly competitive character of the transpor- 
tation business, we urge the committee to give careful and earnest con- 
sideration to the status of the Federal fuel and automotive excise taxes. 

All of the Federal taxes applicable to railroads are also applicable 
to the owners of motor vehicles. In addition, for many years, the 
owners of motor vehicles have been paying special taxes on their 
equipment and fuel, while no such taxes have been levied on the equip- 
ment and fuel of the railroads. 

This has placed highway transportation at a competitive disadvan- 
tage that is artificial and inequitable, and it has been offset only in 
part by Federal expenditures for highways. 

Just in the 13-year period 1942 through 1953 the special Federal 
motor vehicle taxes exceeded Federal highway appropriations by 
approximately $10 billion. 

Even if the $10 billion overpayment by motor vehicle owners in 
the past is overlooked, the Federal Government could come pretty 
close to financing the Interstate System on a current basis over the 
next 10 years just from its special highway user tax revenues. 

At the rate of $2,177,272,000 collected in 1953, the revenue from these 
taxes in the next 10 years would aggregate almost $22 billion. With 
anticipated year-to-year increase in the yield from such taxes the total 
could be expected to equal or exceed the $25 billion that is required. 

Thus, even if it is assumed that the cost of constructing a highway 
system vital to the lives, property, and welfare of the entire Nation 
is the special and sole responsibility of the owners of motor vehicles, 
the owners of those vehicles have paid and currently are paying more 
than enough to meet such an obligation. 

For this reason we have felt that, if possible, the Federal Govern- 
ment should finance the Interstate System without placing any addi- 
tional special tax burdens upon the owners of motor vehicles, par- 
ticularly since the States are finding it necessary to steadily increase 
their highway taxes to meet State highway needs. 

In making this suggestion, we are not necessarily contending that 
there should be a direct legislative linkage of the taxes and the ex- 
penditures. But we are asking that Congress give due consideration 
to the fact that the taxes have been and are being paid; that Congress 
already has clearly indicated an unofficial linkage of the taxes and 
expenditures, and that unless the Federal expenditures are increased 
to an amount approximating the taxes it is unjust to continue the taxes 
since comparable taxes are not levied against the railroad competitors 
of highway transportation. 

Despite these considerations of equity, we are practical enough to 
know that under existing conditions it might be very difficult for 
Congress to raise the necessary money out of current revenues to 
finance the Interstate System on a pay-as-you-go basis, unless present 
expenditures for foreign aid or other purposes were curtailed. 

For this reason, the idea of paying for the Interstate System on the 
installment plan, as outlined in Senate bill 1160, has appealed to us. 

Although we endorse Senate bill 1160 in general, we are deeply 
disturbed by a portion of section 207 dealing with credits for toll 
roads. We feel that this section, as now written, would encourage and 


virtually force the States into widespread use of toll financing on 
the Interstate System. 
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Where existing toll roads already form links in the Interstate 
System, we realize that it would be impractical and unwise to build 
duplicate public roads, Therefore, we - e unhesitatingly endorsed 
suggestions that in the case of existing toll roads which are within 
the framework of the Interstate System, the Federal funds which 
normally would be used under the proposed program to construct such 
segments should be made available to the extent necessary to liquidate 
the outstanding bonds, and thus make the roads part of the public 
road system. 

But as we understand section 207, it would go beyond this and allow 
construction of new toll roads on the Interstate System, and even to 
encourage such construction of toll roads by assuring the States that 
the funds which normally would have been made available for public 
roads would still be forthcoming. 

This would be a complete reversal of congressional policy and the 
long-standing position of America’s motor vehicle owners who, 
through their various organizations, repeatedly have emphasized their 
objection to the spread of toll facilities. The fact that motor-vehicle 
owners have used toll roads is not an endorsement of such roads, but 

rather is a reflection of the gross inadequacy of many of the public 
roads. 

The proposal to have the Federal Government, in effect, to reim- 
burse the States for toll facilities constructed in the future would 
result in unfair double taxation of those who use the Interstate Sys- 
tem. Since a large portion of total vehicular mileage will be operated 
on the Interstate System, a correspondingly large portion of total 
highway-user taxes accruing to both the Federal and State govern- 
ments will be produced by the mile: age operated on that system. If, 
in addition to these normal taxes, the States are allowed to charge tolls, 
the obvious result would be an unjust pyramiding of the assessments 
made against the users of one part of the overall highway and street 
system. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Lawrence. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Case ? 

Senator Casr. I have one question about a statement that appears 
at the bottom of page 2 of Mr. Lawrence’s statement. 

Mr. Lawrence’s statement says that : 

In 1951 Congress levied 2 cents a gallon on diesel fuel as well as gasoline. 
Significantly, however, the diesel-fuel tax was limited to diesel fuel used for high- 
way purposes. 

Mr. Lawrence, in our deliberations here earlier, when we ran into 
criticism of the proposal for bonding to the extent of $21 billion for 
the Interstate System, a suggestion was spread that perhaps we ought 
to levy another cent tax on gasoline. Then somebody pointed out that 
a great many of the trucks were using diesel fuel today ; that a 2-cents- 
per-gallon tax on diesel fuel was not as heavy a burden mileagewise as 
2 cents on gasoline would be. 

We got to talking in terms of highway-use taxes. It seemed to me 
that the addition of another cent on gasoline generally, and applying 
to all uses of gasoline, making a 3-cent tax on gasoline, would increase 
the disparity « even further, and that if we had to think in terms of a 
pay-as-you-go plan for augmenting the Interstate System that it ought 
to be some form of payment which would be more direc ‘tly re lated to 
actual highway use. 
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That is, instead of a 3-cent tax on all users of gasoline regardless of 
whether it was highway use or not, we ought to try to find some method 
of financing that would be related directly to the use and to the relative 
use or demands in the Interstate System. 

I would like to have you comment on that if you would care to do so. 

Mr. Lawrence. As tothe differential ? 

Senator Case. As to the differential and as to how we would get a 
true highway-use tax for the users of the Interstate System. 

Mr. Lawrence. I think that rather than discuss the broad picture 
part of the highway-use tax, that was included with Mr. Bresnahan’s 
statement, and I would be anticipating him. 

Insofar as the differential, that is still a question that is being 
argued a great deal around the country. I believe that the Bureau of 
Public Roads undertook a study sometime back. I do not know 
whether they arrived at anything. There are advertising claims on 
one hand and actual claims on the other. 

I do think States have a differential problem where diesel is used. 

Senator Case. What would be the relative burden on traffic between 
the 2-cent tax on gasoline and the 2-cent tax on diesel fuel when used 
by trucks? 

Mr. Lawrence. It would be hard to say, sir. I do not think there 
is any—some States have a differential of one type, others of another. 

Senator Casr. The statement has been made to me, and I do not 
know on what authority, or how good the authority, that it would 
take about a 6-cents-a-gallon tax on diesel fuel to be comparable to a 
9-cent tax on gasoline. 

Mr. Lawrence. I would say that was a little high on a differential. 
Quite high. 

Senator Case. If you have any authoritative statement on that, 
where there are some tests, I would be glad to get them. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Lawrence. 

Mr. Lawrence. Thank you. 

Senator Gore. The committee will now hear Mr. William A. Bres- 
nahan, assistant general manager, American Trucking Associations. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. BRESNAHAN, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
MANAGER, AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC. 


Mr. Bresnauan. My name is William A. Bresnahan. I am assist- 
ant general manager of the American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
with offices at 1424 16th Street, Northwest, Washington, D. C. 

The primary purpose of my statement is to express and explain our 
opposition to title III of Senate bill 1573, which would require certain 
classes of motor trucks to pay special Federal license fees. 

In the interest of conserving the committee’s time, I should like, 
without elaboration or documentation, to proceed on the premise that 
transportation is a major and vital factor in the economy, welfare, and 
defense of the Nation; that highway transportation is a comprehen- 
sively regulated and sensitively competitive business; and that it is 
the purpose and desire of Congress to deal equitably with the com- 
peting forms of transportation in the assessment of taxes. 

If we are correct in the premise that Congress should deal equitably 
with competing forms of transportation, then it is appropriate to 
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examine the current Federal tax program before considering the li 
cense fees proposed in S. 1573. 

Truck owners are subject to all of the Federal taxes that apply 
to the railroads and everyone else. In addition for the last 25 years, 
truck owners and other motor vehicle owners have been required to 
pay billions of dollars in special Federal taxes on their fuel, equip- 
ent, tires and tubes, accessories and parts. 

The status of these specia! automotive taxes has been the subject of 
much confusion and ditference * opinion. In the eyes of some they 
are not related in any way to Federal expenditures for highways, 
while others believe they should be viewed as special user charges that 
are related to highway expenditures. 

Both viewpoints can find support in logic as well as in different 
chapters of the legislative history of the taxes. Since this issue re 
mains in doubt it is necessary to consider both viewpoints in seek- 
ing equity. 

First, let’s consider the viewpoint that the automotive taxes should 
not be considered related in any way to Federal highway expendi- 
tures. If they are not highway taxes, then they must be viewed as 
genel ral revenue taxes on transportation equipment and fuel. 

If these taxes applied on the transportation equipment and fuel 
of the railroads, it would cost the railroads about $150 million a 
year. But the railroad competitors of highway transportation are 
not required to pay comparable taxes on their equipment and fuel. 
They are not even subject to the tax on diesel fuel that was enacted in 
1952 to apply to trucks only. 

Thus if we accept the view that the automotive taxes are not high- 
way taxes, we cannot escape the obvious conclusion that for 25 years 
Congress has maintained a taxing policy that has been clearly inequi 
table to highway transportation, and that this injustice should be 
corrected by repealing the taxes. 

Now, let us consider the other viewpoint—that the levies are high- 
way taxes which are or should be related to Federal highway 
expenditures, 

To date, the taxes have exceeded highway expenditures by more 
than $10 billion. Thus, under the likage concept, highway users have 
paid special taxes suflicient to cover the entire cost of Federal highway 
programs, and built up a $10 billion credit against future programs. 

It seems clear that under both concepts, linkage as well as nonlink- 
age, motor-velhicle owners have been the victims of serious inequity 
in relation to competitors. It is just a question of whether the in- 
equity is expressed in terms of the full amount of the taxes or only 
in terms of the $10 billion overcharge in relation to highway expen- 
ditures. 

These are not 11-hour, straw-grabbing arguments. Correction of 
this inequity has been sought time and again by the various organiza- 
tions representing the highway users of the country, ine luding our 
own, as well as by related interests such as the motor vehicle manu- 
facturers and the petroleum industry. 

“ailure of Congress to correct the inequity has not been based upon 
failure of Congress to recognize that inequity has existed. Instead, 
Congress has asked the highw: ay transportation interests to suffer the 
inequity until the Federal ‘Government was in a better position finan- 
cially to correct the situation. 
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It is against this background that one group of highway users, the 
owners of trucks having gross weights of 20,000 pounds or more, now 
find themselves confronted with a proposal to superimpose upon their 
existing Federal taxes a schedule of Federal license fees ranging from 
$300 to $1,200 a truck. 

The operators of these vehicles already are performing their vital 
service under delicately balanced, touch-and-go competitive conditions. 
Although large in the aggregate, the industry is made up of thousands 
of smal] businesses, and in countless instances the imposition of such 
fees would wipe out the already narrow margin upon which they 
necessarily operate. 

It has been estimated that imposition of the fees would result in a 
tax payment of about $400 million a year. It is conservative to esti- 
mate that at least half of this burden, or $200 million would fall upon 
the for-hire carriers regulated by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. ’ 

Preliminary data for 1954 indicate that all motor carriers operating 
under authority granted by ICC had aggregate net operating revenues 
before income taxes of only $163 million. This indicates that imposi- 
tion of the fees would place the industry at large, deeply in the red. 

In the light of these circumstances, we earnestly plead that before 
Congress gives any consideration to additional motor-vehicle taxes, 
it should clarify the status of and eliminate inequities with respect to 
the existing motor-vehicle taxes. 

If the existing taxes are not to be viewed as highway-user charges, 
then they should be repealed prior to any enactment of other taxes 
that are to be considered to be highway-user charges. 

If the existing taxes are to be continued, then they should be viewed 
as offsets against whatever tax responsibility accrues to motor-vehicle 
owners, as such, under an expanded program of Federal highway 
expenditures. 

As far as we can determine, S. 1573 leaves the status of the existing 
taxes in doubt. The proposed license fees are a part of and linked 
directly with expansion of the Federal highway program. The alter- 
native implications are these: 

1. There is no connection between the existing taxes and highway 
expenditures, and to the extent that new special highway-user charges 
are to be levied the entire responsibility attaches to one group of motor 
vehicles, with the remaining vehicles assigned no responsibility what- 
ever. This concept may be challenged on two counts: (a) by contin- 
uing the existing taxes as general levies unrelated to highways it 
would perpetuate a serious competitive inequity which already has 
been allowed to drag on for a quarter of a century, and (0) by assess- 
ing special charges against only one group of vehicles it suggests the 
unsupportable premise that the cost of highways is the exclusive 
responsibility of that one group of vehicles. 

2. The alternate implication is that the existing taxes are viewed 
as user charges, but they are inadequate to do the necessary job 
and must be supplemented by additional user charges assessed only 
against one group of motor vehicles. 

Whether the existing special motor-vehicle taxes are adequate to 
cover the cost of the proposed Federal highway program is a question 
of fact. The facts would indicate that they are adequate. 
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Assuming, however, that the taxes are inadequate to cover the entire 
cost of the program, and assuming without justification that the full 
cost of highways that are essential to the welfare, life, and defense 
of all the people is the full responsibility of those who own motor 
vehicles, then why should one group of motor-vehicle owners be singled 
out to bear the full brunt of any tax increase ¢ 

It has been suggested, by way of justifying imposition of the entire 
proposed increase upon certain classes of motortrucks, that the pres- 
ence of these trucks necessitates higher highway standards and thus 
higher highway costs than otherwise would be necessary. 

This question arose in 1950 during the exhaustive hearings con- 
ducted during that year by the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. At that time, in his testimony before the com- 
mittee, Thomas H. MacDonald, the long-time chief of the United 
Staies Bureau of Public Roads, stated : 

The minimum requirements of structural and capacity of the major routes 
to serve national interests must be equated to the foreseen needs of the national 
defense. Thus, the question of whether the highways could be built at less cost 
if there were no heavy trucks becomes largely academic since the design of 
major routes must be held to defense standards. 

This is an extremely important consideration but for purposes of 
this discussion we will ignore the special national defense aspects of 
the national interstate highway system and proceed from the premise 
that, speaking generally, the cost of building and maintaining some 
highways is higher than might be the case if there were no large trucks 
and buses. 

To concede this is to concede only that the large vehicles should pay 
relatively higher taxes than the small vehicles, and even casual analysis 
will show that they do pay higher taxes on the Federal as well as on 
the State level. 

The Federal fuel tax and the varying State fuel taxes apply alike 
to all motor vehicles with respect to the rate of tax per gallon. How- 
ever, the large trucks get only 3 or 4 miles to the gallon as compared to 
about 16 miles per gallon for passenger cars. This means that the fuel 
tax, whatever the rate per gallon, results in a tax per mile operated that 
is 4 or 5 times higher for large trucks than for small vehicles. 

The toll charges on existing toll turnpikes vary according to the 
type and size of vehicles, and presumably the differentials have been 
established on a basis that is deemed fair and reasonable by the experts 
who build and operate these special highway facilities. 

The average toll on these turnpikes is about four times as high for 
the typical tractor-semitrailer combination as for the typical passenger 
car. Thus, the fuel tax automatically assesses a differential against 
large vehicles that is comparable to the differential applicable on the 
toll roads. 

On the State level, the fuel taxes are supplemented by registration 
fees which are a great deal higher for large trucks than for passenger 
cars. 

A nationwide study by the Bureau of Public Roads for 1953 showed 
a national average registration fee of $11.95 for light passenger cars, 
as compared with averages of $588 for a 4-axle truck combination; 
$1,148 for a 5-axle truck combination and $1,844 for a 6-axle truck 
combination. 

61030—55—61 
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Similarly, on the Federal level the fuel tax is supplemented by the 
excise taxes which again fall much more heavily upon the large truck 
than upon the passenger car. 

Based upon a $1,515 f. o. b. factory price for a light passenger car, 
as shown in the Bureau of Public Roads study already mentioned, the 
Federal excise tax would be $157. Based upon the truck prices listed 
in the same study, the excise tax on new truck units would be $1,056 
for the 4-axle unit ; $1,918 for the 5-axle unit ; and $2,071 for the 6-axle 
unit. 

The Federal tax on a set of 7.10 x 15 tires for a passenger car 
amounts to $4.40. Because of the larger size (10.00 x 20) of truck 
tires and the greater number required, ‘the tax on a set of tires is $77 
for the 4 -axle. truck unit, $99 for the 5-axle truck unit, and $121 for 
the 6-axle truck unit. 

Comparably higher taxes are paid by trucks on tubes, parts, and 
accessories, 

In short, on the Federal! as well as the State level, large trucks al- 
ready pay substantially higher motor vehicle taxes than passenger 

cars. ‘Therefore, to suggest that trucks should pay higher taxes than 
small vehicles because they increase highway costs is simply to suggest 
a principle that has been reflected in the actual motor vehicle tax 
structures from the very beginning. 

Under accepted principles of highway taxation, any proposal to 
single out any group of motor vehicles for increased taxes should be 
based upon a specific finding that the group affected is not now paying 
its fair share of the aggregate tax responsibility proper assignable to 
motor vehicles as a whole. 

This involves the entire question of equitable highway tax: 
subject that is highly technical and controversial, although there is 
reasonable agreement among the experts as to the general principles 
which should apply in determining equity. 

In approaching this problem, the very first question to be resolved 
is what share of the total highway bill should be collected in special 
taxes against motor-vehicle owners, and what share should be col- 
lected from other beneficiaries such as abutting property owners and 
the community generally ? 

The need for roads and streets, entirely apart from the presence 
of motor vehicles, is obvious, particularly when we consider that there 
was a vast network of city streets and rural roads in this country long 
before the motor vehicle was invented. They were essential to de- 
fense, to business, and to the general health, protection and welfare 
of communities and farmers. 

It is universally recognized that proper division of responsibility 
between these nonuser beneficiaries, on the one hand, and motor- 
vehicle owners, on the other hand, should be the first consideration in 
attempting to determine equity. And it is a particularly important 
consideration when dealing with a portion of the highway system 
that is viewed primarily as a vital national-defense network. 

Following determination of the proper share of the cost that should 
be borne by motor-vehicle owners as a whole, the next step is deter- 
mination of how that share should be divided among different types 
of motor vehicles. 
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It is generally recognized that the most logical and scientific ap 
proach to the problem of assigning highway tax responsibility among 
the different types of motor vehicles is the incremental method. 

This involves determining what highway costs would be if there 
were no large and heavy vehicles, and the roads were built only to 
the standards necessary to carry light-vehicle traflic and withstand 
the elements. These minimum or basi ic costs are assigned to all ve- 
hicle groups, including the large and heavy vehicles on the basis of 
miles operated. The additional or incremental costs which are in 
curred to accommodate the large and heavy vehicles are assigned 
entirely to those vehicles. 

Thus, the large and heavy vehicles are assigned their fair share of 
the basic minimum road costs plus all of the additional costs incurred 
to make the highway adequate for their use. 

There is nothing new or novel about these prince iples. They were 
recognized and applied in the 1930’s in an exhaustive 6-year study 
by the Office of the Federal Coordinator of 'T ransportation, an agency 
established by Congress. This study resulted from constant com- 
plaints by the railroads that trucks were not paying a fair share of 
State highway costs. In fact, the study was financed by assessments 
against the railroads. 

The Federal Coordinator of Transportation was the late Joseph 
B. Eastman, who served 25 years as an Interstate Commerce Com- 
missioner, and, until his death, as Director of the Office of Defense 
Transportation during World War II. 

He generally was considered the country’s outstanding transporta- 
tion expert, and neither his integrity nor his qualifications were ever 
challenged. The comprehensive ‘and thoroughly documented study of 
Mr. Eastman and his large trained staff of experts is known as Volume 
1V Public Aids to Transportation. 

Applying the same principles I have outlined, the study found 
that, for the period covered by the study, motortrucks, particularly 
the large trucks, were paying more than their fair share of highway 
costs. 

Such a finding is not surprising in view of the magnitude of truck 
taxes as compared with light-vehicle taxes, particularly when it is 
recognized that the existence of large and heavy vehicles has no 
spec} ial be: aring on a very large portion of the total cost of administer- 
ing, engineering, policing, and building the highways. 

To the extent that large vehicles add to the cost of highways, the 
chief item affected is the surface itself, and only 24 percent of the 
projected cost of the Interstate System is for surfacing, according 
to the recently published report of the Bureau of Public Roads en- 
titled “Needs of the Highway Systems, 1955-84.” 

The following statement by former Commissioner of Public Roads 
MacDonald is indicative of the extent to which large vehicles might 
add to the cost of some highways: 

We would not build roads much less than 7 inches at the edge and 6 inches 
in the center, no matter what kind of loads we were going to carry. 

If we built thinner surfaces they would curl up like tissue paper in the rays 
of the sun. They would warp; the frost heave would destroy them. 

So we have a certain minimum thickness of roads that it is necessary to build 
if there were nothing heavier than the ordinary passenger cars and farm 
trucks to use the road, and the whole question of the heavier buses and heavier 


trucks, therefore, begins with a certain minimum thickness of road which is 
necessary regardless of whether they exist or not. 
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Since most of our best highways, designed for all traffic, are 8 or 9 
inches thick, the added thickness that might be deemed the extra re- 
sponsibility of large vehicles actually is not nearly as great as may be 
generally assumed. 

The trucking industry firmly believes the taxes it already is paying 
are adequate to cover the industry’s fair share of highway costs. The 
unbiased and authoritative study by the Federal Coordinator of 
Transportation supports this view. 

Admittedly, the Federal coordinator’s study covered an earlier 
period of years, and to that extent is outdated. However, the prin- 
ciples applied in that study are still recognized as sound. The fact 
that the details are outdated does not mean that application of the 
same methods to today’s facts would bring different results. In fact, 
there is reason to believe that changes in the various highway user 
tax structures since that time would result in findings just as favor- 
able, if not more favorable, to the large vehicles. 

Earlier in this statement, I mentioned the extensive hearings held 
in 1950 by the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
In the course of those hearings the railroads reiterated their constant 
complaint that motortrucks were not being required to pay their fair 
share of highway costs. 

The result was introduction by Senator Bricker of Ohio and Sen- 
ator Johnson of Colorado of a bill (S. 2365) in the 82d Congress— 
a bill which would have directed the Bureau of Public Roads to make 
an up-to-date study of the share of highway taxes that should be paid 
by various classes of motor vehicles and to report back to Congress, 

Confident that it is paying a fair share of the highway tax bill, 
the trucking industry, through our association, appeared and sup- 
ported the bill. To the amazement of everyone concerned, the rail- 
roads, whose vigorous complaints were directly responsible for intro- 
duction of the bill, flatly opposed it. They made it clear, by their 
action, that they did not want to risk a new study by an objective 
and qualified Federal agency. The bill died. 

Today, as then, the trucking industry believes and contends that 
it is fully meeting its highway tax obligations. It still has no fear 
of a fair study by a qualified agency. And in the absence of such a 
study it believes and contends that there is no justification for singling 
out large trucks and buses to bear the full brunt of increased taxes. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much, Mr. Bresnahan. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Just one, Mr. Chairman. 

How many miles a year would you think that the average com- 
mercial truck is expected by its owner to operate in order to meet a 
profitable average? What would be the average mileage of a com- 
mercial truck per year? 

Mr. BresNAHAN. There is a tremendous variation. The rule of 
thumb that I usually use for an over-the-road carrier would be 20,000 
pounds, 20,000 miles; 30,000 pounds, 30,000 miles. That is only a rule 
of thumb. 

Senator Case. Thank you very much. I think it is a very helpful 
statement. 

Senator Gore. Thank you. 


ma ane =a 
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I have a telegram from Ira L. Cotton, in Seattle, and a letter from 
the National Association of Motor Bus Operators, which will be made 
a part of the record. 

(The telegram and letter are as follows :) 


(Telegram ] 


SEATTLE, WASH., April 13, 1955. 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Seattle City Light strongly feels that public utilities should be fully reimbursed 
for cost of relocating facilities when such relocation is caused by highway con- 
struction. Otherwise the cost of relocating facilities would be borne by City 
Light’s consumers and they would in effect be paying a highway tax as rates are 
based on cost. 

Ira L. CoTron, 
Assistant Superintendent, Seattle City Light. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MoTorR BUs OPERATORS, 
Washington, D. C., April 12, 1955. 
Senator ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR GoRE: Members of the staff of the Committee on Public Works 
have kindly advised us that we would be granted an opportunity to appear 
before your subcommittee on Thursday, April 14, 1955, and there present our 
views as to the bills concerning Federal aid to highway construction now re- 
ceiving your consideration. It is regretted that circumstances will prevent the 
preparation of a detailed statement by that time, hence we are taking the liberty 
of addressing this letter to you, with copies to members of the committee, which 
we respectfully request be made a part of the record of the hearings. 

Our association represents motor carriers of passengers engaged primarily 
in intercity highway transportation. As such, it has a very deep interest in 
the subjects pending before you, and in the matter of new and improved high- 
ways generally. 

We have been advised that the committee is fully convinced as to the needs 
for extensive improvements to our present highway system, and that our pre- 
sentation should be limited to constructive suggestions as to the soundest and 
most practical method of providing the necessary finances. We do not consider 
ourselves competent to make any very constructive or authoritative suggestions 
as to that general subject, but we do wish to present the problem from the 
viewpoint of the intercity bus industry. 

As we see it, there are four possible ways to finance an expanded highway 
program: (1) Grants to the States in increased amounts from general Federal 
revenues, as has been the practice for many years; (2) through bonds issued 
by a Federal corporation to be created; (3) greatly increased Federal taxes on 
commercial trucks and buses, as contemplated in S. 1573; and (4) Federal guar- 
anty of State highway bonds. A combination of the first and fourth alternatives 
seems to us to be the soundest and most practical solution. 

If such a plan were to be adopted, it would have the advantages of providing 
adequate payments by the Federal Government for the real benefits accruing to 
it from improved highways, would facilitate the provision of State funds in 
amounts sufficient to match Federal contributions, and would permit the Federal 
Government to withdraw within a reasonable time from the field of highway- 
user taxation, which in our judgment should be the exclusive function of the 
States. 

Any such proposal as is contained in the third alternative (embodied in the 
Case bill) would destroy the intercity bus industry. Our industry is sorely 
beset by the continuous coexistence of decreasing revenues and increasing costs, 
a situation which has existed since the end of World War II. Our average 
highway-user and other taxes per bus (excluding State or Federal income taxes) 
were $2,740 in 1953. The 1954 operating ratio for all class I motor carriers of 
passengers was 5 percent worse on the average than the figure which the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has found to be reasonable as a basis for establish- 





962 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


ing our fares; 43 percent of such class I carriers showed net losses during the 
year 1954. To saddle large additional levies on motorbuses at this time would 
undoubtedly eliminate the motorbus industry as a part of our national-trans- 
portation system, and we submit that the destruction of our industry would not 
be helpful in any way to a new highway program or to the public generally. 
For these reasons we protest vigorously against the approval of any such plan 
as is contemplated by S. 1573. We are and always have been willing to pay our 
fair and reasonable share of the cost of highway construction and maintenance, 
but we feel strongly that our fair share should be soundly and scientifically 
determined, and that an industry of such vital public importance as ours should 
not be put out of business by unsound, unfair, and destructive taxes. 

We trust that the foregoing will receive your careful attention and con- 
sideration. 

Very sincerely yours, 


(Signed) J. G. Scott, 
(Typed) Jack Garret? Scort, 
General Counsel. 


Senator Gore. The committee will stand adjourned until tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock. 


(Thereupon, at 5:08 p. m., the hearing adjourned, to reconvene at 
10 a. m. Friday, April 15, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 15, 1955 


Unitep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTER ON Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:25 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Albert Gore (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Gore, McNamara, Martin, Case, and Bush. 

Senator Gore. The committee will come to order. Mr. du Pont, 
the committee has asked for certain information about the Federal 
authority for right-of-way acquisition. Do you have information 
from the Secretary with regard to that? 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS V. DU PONT, SPECIAL CONSULTANT TO 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


Mr. pu Pont. Yes, Senator, I have not only that, but also another 
letter from the Secretary with respect to various other questions and 
a number of copies here. He asked me to present this before the 
committee, if I may. 

Senator Gore. We would like it if you would. Would you mind 
reading the letter / 

Mr. pu Pon'r. It is quite short. I would be very happy to. 

The letter, signed by Secretary Weeks, is addressed to Hon. Albert 
Gore, and states as follows [reading] : 

During the course of my testimony before your subcommittee on the adminis- 
tration’s highway construction program, as embodied in S. 1160, a number of 
questions were raised with respect to various provisions of the bill. It was 
indicated at that time that the Department of Commerce would endeavor to 
supply the subcommittee with information relative to these various questions. 

Subsequent testimony by a number of other administration witnesses, includ- 
ing the Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General, supplied informa- 
tion with respect to some of these questions. In order, however, to comply with 
the request which was made of the Department of Commerce, we have under- 
taken to prepare the attached material covering all of the various questions 
raised. 

If the subcommittee desires any further information on these points or any 
other aspects of the Federal-highway program, we will be most willing to coop- 
erate in compiling any additional material. 

The second is in response to a request yesterday by your good self 
with respect to how many times the Bureau of Public Roads had 
availed itself of the authority granted to it in the acquisition of rights- 
of-way through condemnation. 


During the hearings yesterday, you asked me to advise you of the number 
of instances in which the Bureau of Public Roads has availed itself of the 
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power of condemnation in securing rights-of-way for access roads. You also 
asked whether any of these facilities were operated as limited access of 
rights-of-way. 

Under the Defense Highway Act of 1941 (November 19, 1941), the Commis- 
sioner of Public Roads is authorized to provide for the construction and im- 
provement of access roads to military and naval reservations when such roads 
are certified as important to the national defense. He is further authorizetl 
to acquire rights-of-way necessary for such projects in case the State cannot 
acquire the rights-of-way with sufficient promptness. 


Senator Gore. May I have that last sentence read again, Mr. 
du Pont? 
Mr. pu Pont (reading) : 


He is further authorized to acquire rights-of-way necessary for such projects 
in case the State cannot acquire the rights-of-way with sufficient promptness. 

In some States, for example, in Illinois, it takes about a year to 
undergo the ordinary condemnation proceeding. 


Under the foregoing act, 59 declarations of taking were filed. In accordance 
with Government practice, all actual litigation in courts is handled by the 
Attorney General. The declaration of taking may include more than 1 tract of 
land, and 93 trial cases arose out of the 59 declarations filed. In 7 of these 
eases control of access was specifically taken. In 15 cases the State agreed 
to maintain the project as a controlled access road, making a total of 22 proj- 
ects operated as limited access highways. All of the control of access cases 
involved roads at Carswell Air Force Base, Fort Worth, Tex., and the Ports- 
mouth gaseous diffusion plan, Pike County, Ohio. 

In connection with the foregoing, a total of 1,078 different tracts of land have 
been acquired by the Commissioner of Public Roads. 

In addition to the authorization contained in the Defense Highway Act of 
1941, Congress has occasionally passed special legislation such as that authoriz- 
ing the Washington-Baltimore Parkway under which the Commissioner of 
Public Roads has received authority to condemn lands for rights-of-way. 


Senator Gore. That was not an access road ? 
Mr. pu Pont. No: that was not. 


The memorandum submitted by the Secretary of Commerce is as 
follows [reading]: 


1. It was requested by the subcommittee that the Department of Commerce 
supply information with respect to other previous bond issues of the Federal 
Government similar in character to the bond issue proposed in S. 1160. 

The Federal Government has utilized a number of different methods to 
finance the activities of Government corporations. These various methods are 
summarized in the attached study prepared by the United States General 
Accounting Office, February 1955. 

It will be noted that Congress has frequently authorized the issuance of 
bonds and other obligations by Federal Government corporations. In some 
instances these bonds of Government corporations have been offered for sale 
to the public, and in other instances they have been authorized only for issuance 
to the Treasury Department as security for amounts borrowed from the Treasury. 
For example, the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, created pur- 
suant to Public Law 358, 83d Congress, is authorized to issue to the Secretary 
of the Treasury its bonds in an amount not to exceed $105 million, such bonds 
to be payable from revenues of the Corporation acquired through tolls and fees 
to be charged vessels for the use of the seaway facilities. 

The Federal National Mortgage Association has been financed by a combina- 
tion of capital-stock sales to other Government corporations such as the RFC, 
and through debentures issued to the public. The agency at the present time has 
authority to borrow funds from the United States Treasury. The Tennessee 
Valley Authority has been financed through direct appropriations by Congress, 
sales of bonds, and revenue from its operations. 

A review of the various methods utilized in financing Federal corporations 
will indicate the great flexibility in financing methods adapted to the needs 
of the various corporate agencies. It can be seen, therefore, that the provision 
in the proposed bill to authorize issuance of bonds by the Federal Highway Cor- 
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poration for sale to the general public is not in any way inconsistent with 
financing methods heretofore followed. 

The additional provision in S. 1160 for allocation of a portion of the Federal 
gasoline and diesel-oil taxes to the servicing of these bonds has no counterpart 
in previous financing activities of Federal corporations, but it has been widely 
used by the States in connection with highway bond issues. 

2. The Department of Commerce was asked to furnish information with 
respect to State laws creating State corporations for the purpose of raising 
funds by bond issues in a manner similar to that provided for in 8S. 1160 

A number of States have created toll-road authorities with authority to 
issue bonds for the construction of toll highways. These authorities are, in 
effect, State corporations created for the specific purpose of raising funds to 
finance highway construction. 

Other States have authorized the issuance of bonds by their State highway 
commissions to finance the construction of highways. In a number of in 
stances gasoline taxes have been allocated to the servicing of these bonds. 
Four States—Alabama, Georgia, Florida, and Pennsylvania—have created 
State corporations with authority to issue bonds to finance construction of 
nontoll highways and bridges. In two of these States the corporation bonds 
were guaranteed by gasoline-tax revenues. 

The State of Michigan has adopted a system of financing construction of 
highways which is similar in many respects to that provided in S. 1160. Gaso 
line-tax revenues of the State are allocated to the servicing and redemption of 
these bonds. 

The Supreme Court of Michigan has held that these bonds are not obligations 
of the State nor are they within the debt limitations of the Michigan consti- 
tution. The court held also that these gasoline tax revenues, having been 
allocated to the servicing of the highway bonds, could not be withdrawn without 
impairing the obligation of contracts (Ziegler v. Witherspoon, 49 N. W. 2d 318 
(1951) ). 

3. The Department was requested to submit a memorandum on the ques- 
tion of whether Congress can constitutionally confer the authority of eminent 
domain and yet limit the corporation to the payment of 95 percent of the just 
compensation for the property that is condemned, 

Court decisions on the power of eminent domain made it clear that the owner 
of land to be condemned for public use cannot complain as to how the author- 
izing statute is drawn so long as he receives just compensation for the land 
taken. See In re Condemnations for Improvement of Rouge River (266 F. 
105 (1920) ), in which the Court said: 

“While the Government has refused, except as against the owners of this 
land, to bear the expense of taking such land, and has announced that any 
such expense must be borne by the local interests concerned, it has not refused 
to take said land if it be donated for the purpose of carrying out the improve- 
ment desired, or if, what amounts to essentially the same thing, the cost of 
obtaining said land be donated; nor has it refused to pay, or caused to be paid, 
to the owners thereof, the just compensation to which they are entitled if their 
land be so taken. 

“The only difference, in regard to the payment of compensation, between this 
ease and any other case of condemnation, is that here the Government is for- 
tunate enough to have a private source from which to obtain the money to be 
paid as just compensation for this land, while ordinarily it would have been 
compelled to draw such money from the Public Treasury, without any reimburse- 
ment therefor. But this is a matter which neither affects nor concerns the own- 
ers of such land, who receive their just compensation for land needed by the 
Government for a public use, and who, therefore. cannot complain that they 
have been, or will be, deprived of any legal rights.” 

Accordingly, if the statute permits or provides a manner in which the 
Federal Government can supply the balance of the funds over and above the 
95-percent limitation, there can be no question whatsoever as to its constitution- 
ality. An examination of section 208 discloses that this action shall only be 
taken by the Secretary "upon the request of such a State.” Section 208 (c) 
permits the Secretary to make such reasonable regulations as he deems advisable. 

Presumably, the Secretary would require, among other things, in any such 
regulations that the State agree in advance, or provide for the necessary ad- 
vancement, of funds necessary to make up the balance of funds required to be 
paid to the landowner to give him just compensation for the land being taken. 

Section 206 (e) makes it clear that the States are to participate in the cost 
of construction in each fiscal year in an amount no less than that which would 
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have been required as its matching amount on the Interstate System under the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954. 

Section 305 makes present highway legislation (except where it conflicts) 
apply to the proposed bill. Accordingly, the definition of the term “construction” 
in the first section of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 would be part of this 
bill, and the definition of this term specifically includes costs of rights-of-way. 

It seems clear, therefore, that section 208 is constitutional, and that the entire 
bill may be properly construed to permit the Secretary to require payment of 
the balance of the funds by the States. 

4. Questions were presented as to the legality of legislation authorizing the 
borrowing of money outside the limitations of the Federal debt. 

As pointed out by the Attorney General in his testimony, the Federal debt 
limitation is contained in section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act (31 U. 8. C. 
757b), as amended. 

The Attorney General pointed out that this limitation applies to only two 
classes of obligations as specifically provided in the statute. First, obligations 
“issued under the authority of this act” and second, “obligations guaranteed 
as to principal and interest by the United States.” 

He further pointed out that S. 1160 expressly provides that the obligations 
issued by the Corporation shall contain appropriate language clearly indicating 
that the obligations are not guaranteed, either as to principal or interest, by 
the United States. 

He went on to say that the debt limitation provision of the Second Liberty Bond 
Act is simply a statutory provision, and that Congress can make exceptions to 
such statutory provisions at will. 

He concluded, therefore, that there is no constitutional limitation on the av- 
thority of Congress to provide for the borrowing of money outside the limitations 
of the Federal debt. 

5. A question was raised as to the extent to which bonds of the Federal 
Highway Corporation would be considered as an obligation of the United States 
Government, and the extent to which they would involve a pledge of faith and 
credit of the United States. 

Although the Federal Highway Corporation would be a Government instru- 
mentality, S. 1160 expressly states that the obligations of the Corporation must 
contain language clearly stating that they “are not guaranteed by the United 
States and do not constitute a debt or obligation of the United States or of 
any agency or instrumentality thereof other than the Corporation. 

Further, there is no language in the bill which would in any way indicate that 
the faith of the United States is pledged to the payment of such obligations. 
It must be concluded, therefore, that from a legal standpoint the obligations 
of the Corporation are not the legal debts or obligations of the United States, 
and in the event of default on the bonds, neither the United States nor any 
agency thereof, other than the Corporation, would be under any legal duty to 
meet those obligations. It must be pointed out in this connection, however, that 
this bill contemplates that adequate funds will be available for the purpose 
of servicing and redeeming the bonds of the Corporation. 

This would be accomplished by an allocation of revenues from gasoline taxes 
and also through authority of the Corporation to borrow from the United 
States Treasury. 

6. A question was raised as to the authority of Congress to allocate the gaso- 
line tax revenue as provided in section 105 (b) of S. 1160. 

The power of Congress to earmark tax receipts for a specific purpose is beyond 
question. Many examples of earmarking of tax revenues can be cited. 

Among these are the Social Security Act, which imposes taxes upon wages 
and provides that the tax receipts shall be placed in a reserve fund and be used 
to pay social security and unemployment insurance benefits (42 U. S. C. 401). 

Other examples are the hunting stamp tax (16 U. S. C. 718) which provides 
that all moneys received from such tax shall be “paid into the Treasury of the 
United States, and shall be reserved and set aside as a special fund * * * to be 
used for maintenance of bird sanctuaries.” 

The Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U. S. C. 669) provides that revenue accruing 
from the tax on firearms, shells, and cartridges shall be “set apart in the Treas- 
ury as a special fund to be known as ‘The Federal aid to wildlife-restoration 
fund’.” 

The Supreme Court has specifically upheld legislation earmarking tax revenues. 
In Cincinnati Soap Company v. The United States (301 U. S. 308 (1937)), the 
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Court upheld the constitutionality of a tax on processing of coconut oil the re- 
ceipts from which were earmarked for the Treasury of the Philippine Islands. 

The Court Stated: 

“If Congress, for reasons deemed by it to be satisfactory, chose to adopt the 
quantum of receipts from this particular tax as the measure of appropriation, 
we perceive no valid basis for challenging its power to do so.” 

7. A question was presented as to whether the present Congress can make an 
appropriation for an indefinite number of years in the future. 

There is nothing in the Constitution or in any statutory law which places any 
limitation upon the power of Congress to make appropriations for future years. 
There are many examples of permanent appropriations. 

For example, section 201 (a) of the Social Security Act provides: “There is 
hereby appropriated to the (social security) trust fund for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1941, and for each fiscal year thereafter * * * amounts equivalent to 
100 percent of the taxes received under subchapter A of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code * * *.” 

The Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act (45 U. 8S. C. 360) establishes an 
unemployment trust fund consisting of receipts from the railroad unemployment 
tax, and further provides that “all moneys credited to the account * * * are 
permanently appropriated to the Board to be continuously available to the Board 
without further appropriation, for the payment of benefits and refunds under 
this chapter, and no part thereof shall lapse at any time, or be carried to the 
surplus fund or any other fund.” 

8. A question was raised as to whether this bill which provides for appropria- 
tions must be referred to the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

It is perfectly proper under the rules of the Senate for the Public Works Com- 
mittee to consider a bill which makes a direct appropriation. Under the rules 
(sec. 187, Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946) legislation should be assigned 
to committees in accordance with the subject matter which predominates in the 
proposed legislation. 

Rule XIV of the Standing Rules of the Senate requires that all general appro- 
priation bills—namely, bills, which have as their primarly purpose the appro- 
priation of revenue for support of the Government—shall be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

This rule does not apply to a bill such as the Federal highway bill, which 
has as its primary purpose the construction of highways and in which the 
appropriation of funds is incidental to the primary object of the bill. 

Bills providing for direct appropriations are quite frequently considered by 
the substantive law committees of the House and Senate rather than by the 
Appropriations Committees. 

A good example is the Social Security Act which, as pointed out above, 
makes a permanent appropriation of the receipts from the social-security tax, 
and which was referred to the Finance Committee in the Senate and the Ways 
and Means Committee in the House. 

A great number of private bills which make direct appropriations are also 
approved by the substantive law committees. 

9. A question was raised as to whether subsequent Congresses could withdraw 
the allocation of the gasoline-tax revenue to the bonds of the Highway Cor- 
poration, or, in the alternative, reduce or repeal the Federal gasoline tax. 

The Attorney General in his testimony indicated that there is nothing in the 
language of the proposed bill which constitutes a legally binding obligation 
on the Congress not to repeal or reduce the gasoline tax. 

We do not feel, however, that as a practical matter this fact would impair 
the Highway Corporation bonds or seriously affect their marketability. 


Senator Gore. Senator Case had a question. 

Senator Case. There are two questions, Mr. Chairman. One is 
under that general authority which you first cited, Do we authorize 
the Secretary of Commerce or the Bureau of Public Roads to proceed 
without its being taken by the State authorities? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes; we do, as a matter of practical operation. We 
do cooperate with the State because it is going to connect up to a 
State highway, and sometimes the actual cost is divided with the 
highway department. 
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Senator Cask. You mean in case of a military road, but as a matter 
of practice and as a matter of authority in existing law, can the 
Bureau of Public Roads go in and condemn land for the right-of- 
way for a general highway without 

Mr. pv Pont. No, sir; they cannot. 

Senator Casr. And the instances that you have cited relate to mili- 
tary installations or some other Federal installation like the gaseous 
diffusion plant ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I think it would include a mining plant or anything 
that was declared essential for the national defense. 

Senator Case. In other words, where we exercise eminent domain ? 

Mr. pu Ponr. And where access money is available for that par- 
ticular project. 

Senator Case. But neither in practice nor in regulation or in law, 
have we authorized the Bureau of Public Roads to go out willy-nilly 
und condemn rights-of-way for general public highways? 

Mr. pu Pont. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. Leaving out the word “willy-nilly,” what was the 
cause of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway ? 

Mr. pu Pont. That was a special action of the Congress for the con- 
struction of that particular highway, which subsequently was turned 
over to the Department of the Interior for operation. It is now under 
their operation. 

Senator Gore. In that case the Congress did specifically authorize 
the Bureau of Public Roads to acquire a site, including the use of 
eminent domain, for a public road ? 

Mr. pu Pont. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. But that is the only instance in which that has been 
done ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Between those designated points. 

Senator Case. That is specific, not general, legislation. 

Senator Gore. Yes. Did the Federal Government in fact acquire 
the rights-of-way entirely within the two points ? 

Mr. pv Pont. As far as I know they acquired it all, but whether they 
nequired it all by condemnation, I don’t know. 

Senator Gorr. Then you have relinquished that to the State for 
policing and maintenance ? 

Mr. pu Pont. No, sir; that particular highway is under the mainte- 
nance and supervision of the Department of the Interior. 

Senator Gore. All the way to Baltimore? 

Mr. pv Pont. No; to where the park, or to that section which was 
built by the State of Maryland. 

Senator Gore. So that portion which lies within the State of Mary- 
land 

Mr.pu Pont. Is under the Maryland police. 

Senator Gore. Is under the State of Maryland as to maintenance and 
police power ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Correct. 

Senator Gore. But the rights-of-way for which were acquired by the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. pu Pont. No; that section was acquired by the State of Mary- 
land. In other words, part of the parkway, or part of the facility is 
built within the State of Maryland and with Maryland funds by the 
Maryland State Highway Department. 
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Senator Gore. I understood you a few minutes ago to say between 
designated points, Washington and Baltimore, the Federal Govern- 
ment acquired the rights-of-way. 

Then did the Federal Government acquire any rights-of-way within 
the State of Maryland ? 

Mr. pu Pont. No, sir; it was only to the edge of the District line, as 1 
recall it. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. And Congress has an exclusive jurisdiction for the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. pu Pont. Mr. Curtiss said we did get some on the southern end 
in Maryland. 

Senator Case. Even if we did go over into Maryland, I think proba 
bly—and I am not familiar with that particular legislation—but | 
think the argument would be advanced, and certainly the argument 
suggests itself, that there the Federal Government had a special in- 
stance in special legislation, because it would serve the National 
Capital. 

Senator Gore. Just where in Maryland was it ? 

Mr.pu Pont. I believe it was Jessups. 

Mr. Curtiss. It was from the District to the vicinity of Jessups. 
The remaining Maryland portion was built as a Federal-aid project. 

Senator Gore. You mean Maryland did not build all of the park- 
way which lies within the State boundaries? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. The Federal Government did build it exclusively 
and paid 

Senator Martin. Did not Maryland have a contribution in that? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, toa point at Jessups. 

Senator Martin. I was a member of the committee when Senator 
Tydings came before us, and we were all very anxious, and were all 
talking about getting out of Washington, and it is my recollection 
that the State of Maryland made a contribution in the construction of 
that road. 

Mr. Curtiss. From Baltimore to the vicinity of Jessups, the project 
was built by the State of Maryland as a Federal-aid project. 

Senator Martin. Yes, but I thought from Jessups south that the 
State of Maryland made a contribution. 

Mr. Curtiss. That was a Federal project. 

Senator Martin. The Federal Government built the entire road ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Asa parkway ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. That is the same category as the Great Smokies 
National Parkway. 

Senator Gore. Is it not a fact that the Bureau of Public Roads 
built approximately 16 miles exclusively Federal construction within 
the State of Maryland? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think that is the figure; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Insofar as you know, Mr. du Pont, that is the only 
precedent ? 

Mr. pu Pont. There have been other park roads that have been built. 
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Senator Marrin. Mr. du Pont, this would really be a park road; 
would it not ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes; it is under the Department of the Interior. 

Senator Casr. Do we not appropriate for that under our parkway 
fund in that $10 million that is made available under the 1954 act for 
parkways, money to be applied on a road like that or the Great 
Smokies ¢ 

Mr. pv Pont. Or the Shirley Highway. 

Senator Case. In connection with Shirley Highway or the Great 
Smoky Highway, did the Federal Government make any condemna- 
tions there ? 

Mr. pu Pont. I don’t know. 

Mr. Curtiss. The States of Virginia and North Carolina furnished 
the right-of-way for the Skyline Drive and the Blue Ridge Parkway. 
I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that quite a portion of the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway, the southern end, passed through 
Federal] lands that were already invested in the Federal Government. 

Senator Marrrn. Was that not a special act or special appro- 
priation ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, it was. 

Senator Martin. That is my recollection of it. Senator Tydings 
came before us, and I was a member of the committee at that time— 
that is back 3 or 4 or 5 years ago. 

Mr. Curtiss. It went back to the war period, the first work. 

Senator Martin. My recollection of it is it was a special appropria- 
tion for this particular project. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. It was started with an allotment of 
funds by the President. 

Senator Gore. This question was raised yesterday through a discus- 
sion of the problem of acquisitions of rights-of-way. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, before we go a lot further, is it all 
right, I would like to ask a question about the [linois situation that 
Mr. du Pont brought up, the fact that it takes a year. How do we 
step into that picture? 

Senator Gore. Would you mind if we just finish the Maryland 
matter and then we will come to that? 

Senator Martin. All right. 

Senator Gore. I wanted to know if there had been any precedents, 
by which the Bureau of Public Roads had acquired their rights-of-way 
exclusively by Federal action; whether those rights-of-way had been 
limited access rights-of-way; and you say that there has been such a 
precedent, some 16 miles on the parkway from Baltimore to 
Washington. 

Is there another in the case of the Suitland Parkway? 

Mr. pv Pont. Frankly, I do not know the history on that. I was 
listening yesterday when you raised the question, “Would it be feasible 
to have this Bureau given this power?” He stated it had it in certain 
instances. 

Senator Gorr. And so exercised it. 

Mr. pv Pont. And so exercised it under the access roads. 

Senator Gore. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Casr. I have no questions; however, I would say that I 
have carefully looked over the memorandum submitted by the De- 
partment of Commerce, which has been filed. 
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I do not care to take up the time of the committee now by discussing 
it, but I do have several reservations with respect to some of the opin- 
ions expressed therein. 

I think that in one or two instances, the comment misses the point of 
the question submitted. 

For example, on 8 the question was raised as to whether this bill 
which provides for appropriations must be referred to the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee. The issue is not whether the bill would have 
to be referred to the Senate Appropriations Committee but it is wheth- 
er or not if we reported a bill carrying an appropriation, whether or 
not that would not be subject to a point of order. 

The committee can consider any bill referred to it, but that does 
not make it escape the liability for being in order under the rules of 
either the House or the Senate when it is reported. 

Senator Gore. I have not had a chance to read the memorandum. 
It may be that the committee will want to call you back later, after 
we have had an opportunity to study this. 

Mr. pu Pont. All right. 

Mr. Curtiss. All right, sir. 

Senator Case. In any event, interpretation of the rules of the Sen- 
ate, is, of course, done by theParliamentarian, so it does not make any 
difference what his opinion would be on that. 

It is what the Parliamentarian would say. 

Then on the first point | reading | : 

It was requested by the subcommittee that the Department of Commerce supply 
information with respect to other previous bond issues of the Federal Govern- 
ment similar in character to the bond issue proposed in 8. 1160 

the citations all relate to issues of bonds where the corporations had 
earning facilities of their own. 

I think the citations are correct there, but I do not find in what they 
have cited, any citation where the bonds have been supported by a 
specific tax levy. The bonds have been supported by earnings or pro- 
posed earnings, such as tolls and fees, direct use. 

Senator Gore. In other words, what they cite are revenue bonds. 

Senator Case. They are revenue bonds. 

Senator Gore. And there is a vast difference in a revenue bond and 
a bond which must copene upon general taxation. 

Senator Case. Yes, I do not see any citation of a specific tax levy. 

I merely mention those not to be argumentative, but merely if the 
memorandum is going to be incorporated in the hearings, I think that 
it should be indicated. 

Senator Gore. The committee thanks you, and before going on, 
with Senator Martin’s indulgence, I wish you would convey to Secre- 
tary Weeks the appreciation of this committee of the cooperation 
that he and his Department have shown. 

I know that there have been some delays in the reports, but the 
committee understands the reasons for the delay. The Secretary 
has complied with every request in a courteous, reasonably prompt, 
and efficient manner; and I wish you would convey those things to 
him. 

Mr. pu Pont. I shall be very happy to do so, and I assure you he 
will appreciate your courtesy and consideration. 
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Senator Martin. Mr. du Pont, you stated that in the State of Ih- 
nois, the Federal Government, or the Bureau of Public Roads had 
stepped in where there was delay in right-of-way. How is that done? 

Mr. pu Ponr. I am afraid I either made a misstatement or you 
misunderstood me. 

Senator Martin. Maybe I misunderstood you. 

Mr. pu Ponr. I stated that in some States, such as Illineis, the 
acquisitions of rights-of-way by condemnation by the State is a 
rather long, drawn-out procedure and requires as much as a year. 

That was merely by way of illustration. In the case of these 
access highways to which I refer, while the particular State had means 
of acquiring the land by condemnation, the procedures were rather 
lengthy, and in the interest of saving time, they had requested the 
Bureau to take advantage of this particular authority to expedite 
acquisitions and construction thereof. 

Senator Martin. There are States then where the proceeding must 
be actually completed before the State can enter onto that property ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. Definitely. 

Senator Martin. I did not know that. 

Mr. pu Pont. In some States it is very quickly done. The highway 
department merely has to designate where it is and file the necessary 
papers and then they can go in. It is practically instantaneous. 

In others, there is a court procedure which runs on. Does that 
clear up the point? 

Senator eee Yes; that clears it up. 

Senator Gore. Are there any other questions of Mr. du Pont? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have the 1954 act before me, and I 


all attention to section 4 (b). That is the authorization for the 
parkways. [Reading:] 


For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of parkways, authorized 
by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in the United States, there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $11,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. 
: The clause there, “on lands to which title is vested in the United 
States,” would seem to me to limit that to lands on which title is 
provided in some way other than the use of this $11 million. Is that 
not the Bureau’s construction of this? 

Mr. pu Pont. These funds primarily are those funds that are spent 
in the national parks which do belong to the Federal Government, 
and they are worked out generally with the Department of the In- 
terior, the Park Department; existing national parks, they do not 
contemplate such extensions as the Washington-Baltimore Parkway. 

Senator Casr. I am not referring to the $12,500,000 fund, but the 
$11 million fund. 

Mr. pu Pont. The difference between the two, as I understand it, 
the $12 million is on a specific road that would be used for normal 
traffic within the park; the other one on development of the park 
land and is under the direction of the Interior Department. 

Senator Case. Where do you get money for the Skyline Drive? 

Mr. pu Pont. That would come under this appropriation. 

Mr. Curtiss. What section was that, Senator ? 

Senator Case. Section 4. 

Mr. Curtiss. Of the 1954 act ? 

Senator Case. Yes. 
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Mr. pu Pont. They are making an extension now down to Williams- 
burg under the park authorization. 

Senator Case. That would be a parkway ! 

Mr. pu Pont. A parkway. 

Senator Case. Section A, the $12,500,000 fund, as I understood, 
was the fund for roads and trails in the parks; but the $11 million 
fund under B, was for parkways like the Skyline Drive or the Wil- 
liamsburg extension or the Blue Ridge Parkway. 

Mr. Curtiss. My understanding is that the State acquires the right- 
of-way and turns it over to the Federal Government for the highways 
and the construction is done 

Senator Case. But you did not find any authority in there for the 
acquisition of rights-of-way / 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. 

Senator Case. It is all land that is turned over to the Government ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. du Pont. As I indicated to you, 
after the subcommittee makes a field trip, if we can find the time 
to do it, I think the committee may want to talk with you in executive 
session. 

Mr. pv Pont. I will be delighted to be available. 

Senator Gorr. At this point I want to personally thank you for 
your cooperation and express gratitude for the service that you have 
so generously rendered to the entire country in the matter of highways. 

Mr. pu Pont. Thank you very much, sir, and anything I can do to 
be helpful, I will be glad to do. 

Senator Martin. Might I say in behalf of the minority of the com- 
mittee, that we certainly greatly appreciate the cooperation of you 
as an individual and of the Bureau and the Department of Commerce. 
You have certainly given us all the information we have asked for, 
and we are most appreciative. 

Mr. pu Pont. I will look forward to seeing you in executive session. 

Senator Gore. Mr: Curtiss. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Might I put something in the record? We have 
been talking a great deal about the Pennsylvania Turnpike, and how 
it was financed. I would just like to read this. 

I made inquiry of Mr. Thomas J. Evans, the chairman of the Penn- 
sylvania Turnpike Commission, and he states as follows [reading]: 

There was an original PWA grant totaling $29,250,000. It was never intended 
that it would be paid back to the Federal Government by the Pennsylvania Turn- 
pike Commission. In addition to this $29,250,000, and at the same time the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation secured a bond issue of $40,800,000. The 
total of these 2 made up the original cost of 160 miles of turnpike. 

Senator Gorp. Yes; we are glad to have that information in the 
record, Senator Martin. 

Some days ago, I believe on April 5 it was, I addressed a letter to 
the Secretary of Commerce asking that he allow or designate someone 
in the Department to appear to give official replies to certain policy 
questions. 

I now have a letter from the Secretary of Commerce, from Secretary 
Weeks, which I will read: 

61030—55—62 
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In reply to your letter of April 5, I am designating Mr. Curtiss to represent 
the Department at the highway hearing before your committee on Friday, April 
15. He will be prepared to give answers to the specific questions listed in your 
letter and will, of course, answer any other questions which the members of the 
committee may ask. 


You are the concluding witness, Mr. Curtiss. You, of course, were 
supplied with a copy of the letter which I addressed to Secretary 
Weeks, were you not ¢ 


STATEMENT OF C. D. CURTISS, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF PUBLIC 
ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. And you have a prepared statement, I believe, do 
you not? 

Mr. Curtiss. I have a series of written answers to each of the ques- 
tions that you submitted to Secretary Weeks. 

Senator Gore. The first question I submitted was the criteria for 
definitive standards by which further mileage will be designated as 
interstate highways. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir; I submitted yesterday copies of a mimeo- 
graphed statement covering those standards. 

Senator Gore. I think you had better read that. That is very 
important. 

Mr. Curtiss (reading) : 


Section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 provided that there should 
he designated within the continental United States a National System of Inter- 
state Highways not exceeding 40,000 miles in length. The legislation provided 
that the routes of the system should be selected by joint action of the State 
highway departments as provided by the Federal Highway Act of 1921 for the 
selection of the Federal-aid system. 

The 1921 legislation provided that each State, through its State highway de- 
partment, should select a system of highways upon which Federal-aid highway 
funds would be expended. 

The Secretary of Agriculture was given authority to approve in whole or in part 
the systems designated by the States or to require modifications or revisions 
thereto. 

In compliance with the 1944 legislation the routes for inclusion in the Inter- 
state System were selected by the several State highway departments and sub- 
mittted to the Bureau for review and correlation. 

A system composed of the routes selected, with minor modifications required 
to effect interstate continuity, was approved by the Federal Works Administrator 
on August 7, 1947. 

The Interstate System was established after careful consideration of the total 
mileage needed to connect the principal cities, to serve the most important de- 
fense requirements, and to serve the principal agricultural areas of the United 
States. 

The authorized system comprised the smallest mileage that would accomplish 
this purpose and provide geographic distribution so that all principal interre- 
gional traffic movements might be served. 

The system approved in 1947 was composed of 37,681 miles. It was pointed out 
at that time that additional urban and circumferential routes were to be desig- 
nated later, 2,319 miles having been reserved for such routes. 

The criteria used by the Bureau in its review of the proposed Interstate System 
routes selected by the States were essentially the same as used to determine the 
33,920-mile system recommended in the report Interregional Highways. 

The factors considered included distribution of urban and rural population, 
urban and rural motor-vehicle ownership, service to cities of manufacturing im- 
portance, value of farm products sold or traded in each county, strategic impor- 
tance of interregional connections from a defense standpoint, and service to 
defense plants and principal military establishments. 
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In the report, Interregional Highways, it had been pointed ont that the 
23.920-mile recommended system did not include any allowance for circumferen- 
tial or distributing routes required at the larger cities for the dual purpose 
of bypassing through traffic and of distributing and assembling other traffic 
to and from the several quarters of the city. 

Although generally a relatively small part of the total, through traffic when 
joined with the traflic originating in or destined to outlying sections of the city 
results in a movement so large as to require circumferential routes in addition 
to direct city-entering connections. 

Since proper location and mileage of circumferential routes can be determined 
only by detailed study of the needs and conditions of each city involved, the 
Interregional Highways report simply estimated that the aggregate extent of 
such desirable auxiliary routes would not exceed 5,000 miles. The report stated 
that, if added to the more definitely determined mileage or primary routes, this 
estimated mileage, probably located party within and partly outside of municipal 
limits, would increase the total extent of the system recommended in the report 
to about 39,000 miles. 

The Interstate System as presently designated totals approximately 37,700 
miles. The halance of about 2,300 miles within the 40,000-mile limitation is 
stil] reserved for circumferential and distributing routes adjacent to and in 
urban areas. 

To meet the full objective of the 1944 act requiring the designation of the 
remaining balance of the available mileage. The Bureau of Public Roads and 
the State highway departments are working to accomplish this full objective. 
Detailed studies are required in order that sound decisions can be reached 

There is no standard pattern of cities or metropolitan areas. The require- 
ments for mileage of highways of Interstate System characteristics adjacent to, 
into, and through urban areas vary according to their area, topography, physical 
barriers such as rivers and other bodies of water, location of industries, coim- 
mercial developments and residential sections, volumes and types of highway 
traffic, existing street, boulevard, and other highways, and other similar factors. 

Some cities are the focal point for a number of interstate routes. Others are 
penetrated by but one route. This is illustrated by the different conditions that 
exist, for example, at such cities as New York, Boston, New Haven, Pittsburgh, 
St. Louis, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Rapid City, Boise, Santa Fe, Los Angeles, and 
San Francisco, all of which are designated as cities to be served by the Interstate 
System. 

At the request of the Bureau of Public Roads the State highway departments 
haye been preparing recommendations with regard to adjustments and additions 
to the Interstate System in the vicinity of urban areas. 

Reports have been received from 35 States indicating that in their opinion 
approximately 2,600 miles should be added to the Interstate System in the ur- 
ban areas of their States. 

These requests, together with data expected to be received from the other 
States, will be considered by the Bureau along with all other data available as 
to highways, traffic and physical conditions in each urban area involved 

The criteria used for analysis of the 37,700 miles now designated as rural 
and urban routes of the Interstate System will be used to the extent applicable 
in an analysis of the additional 2,300 miles of routes in and adjacent to urban 
areas. 

In addition, particular consideration will be given to problems associated 
with urban systems, such as estimates of future urban expansion or growth, 
the proportion of the traffic on a proposed route that is of the type the inter- 
state System is expected to serve, and the need for belt routes and loops for 
through traffic that is not destined for a section of the urban area directly served 
by the presently designated route. 

The objective is to designate the remaining 2,300 miles in such manner as 
to best supplement and increase the service potential of the 37,700 miles of the 
Interstate System now designated, insofar as peacetime, wartime or national 
defense interests are concerned. 

In designating the remaining mileage, close cooperation will be maintained 
with the Department of Defense as in the past. In the March 11, 1949, report 
of the Secretary of Defense to the Commissioner of Public Highways for the 
National Defense (sce Highway Needs of the National Defense, appendix IIT), 
it was stated that the National Military establishment considers a relatively 
small connected system of highways interstate in character, constructed to the 
highest practical uniform design standards, essential to the national defense. 





976 NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


The transportation utilization experience of the military forces during World 
War II formed the basis for recommendations as to routes that should become 
a part of the National System of Interstate Highways. 

With respect to urban highway facilities, the report of the Secretary of De- 
fense stated that urban arterial highways should be given equal consideration 
with the Interstate System in their development to the highest practical 
standards. 

Circumferential routes in large cities were described as potentially of greatest 
value to national defense from the standpoint of the movement of cargo and 
personnel by highway transportation when located in the outer development 
adjacent to smaller buildings and serving as many as possible of the transporta- 
tion terminals and industrial areas. 

Radial highways were deseribed as effectively serving the national defense 
when constructed to serve efficiently the local civilian economy and with appro- 
priate connections to circumferential highways. The report recommended that 
correction of various major highway deficiencies in critical urban areas as viewed 
from a defense standpoint be made the subject of continual study and coordina- 
tion between Public Roads and the National Military Establishment. 

The Civil Defense Administration has delegated certain authorities and respon- 
sibilities to the Secretary of Commerce, and those relating to highways and high- 
way traffic have been redelegated by the Secretary to the Bureau of Public Roads. 
Civil-defense requirements will be considered in connection with the addition of 
Interstate routes in urban areas. 

The final decisions for designation of 2,300 miles of additional routes from the 
total mileage selected and recommended by the State highway departments will 
be made as soon as possible. 

Analyses of the data submitted by the States are being made to provide for 
prompt integration of the remaining mileage with the existing system and would 
be completed in about 6 months following submissions from all of the States. 

The following list of definitive standards constitutes the criteria governing the 
selection of routes for the National System of Interstate Highways. 

1. Service to cities of various population groups: The routes selected should 
connect as directly as possible the maximum number of cities of various popu- 
lation groups. 

2. Service to principal metropolitan areas: The routes selected should provide 
maximum service to principal metropolitan areas as well as to specific cities. 

3. Density of rural population: Routes should traverse the country’s most popu- 
lous bands of rural territory. 

4. Distribution of the whole population: Routes should have their principal 
termini in the larger cities and also pass en route between these termini through 
or very close to the denser clusters of population in small towns and populous 
rural areas. 

5. Relation to manufacturing activity: The routes selected should provide 
transportation facilities for as much as possible of the manufacturing industry 
of the country. Locations where manufacturing activity exists in greatest vol- 
ume are the points of origin and destination of large volumes of motortruck 
traffic for which service should be provided, as well as for passenger-car traffic. 

6. Relation to agricultural production: Interstate System routes should trav- 
erse to the maximum extent possible the areas of high per-acre value in marketed- 
crop production. 

7. Relation to concentrations of motor-vehicle ownership: Interstate System 
routes should be selected to traverse to the maximum extent possible areas hav- 
ing a high density of motor-vehicle ownership. 

8. Relation to routes of strategic importance from the standpoint of national 
defense: The Interstate System should be designated to include the principal 
traffic routes of military importance. 

9. Relation to military and naval establishments and war industry: Routes of 
the Interstate System should be selected to serve the highway movement to 
and from military and naval establishments and war industries. 


The next portion relates to the selection of routes in the urban areas. 


10. Relation to routes of highest traffic volume: Interstate System routes 
should be selected in accord with the highest traffic volumes in the areas traversed, . 
serving a share of the total highway movement greatly exceeding the proportion 
of the total highway mileage involved. 

11. Relation to principal topographic features: Consideration of topographic - 
features is important in the selection of some Interstate System routes. Con- 
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formation of the land and the courses of principal rivers may influence to some 
extent the location of certain routes. 

12. Cooperation with the Department of Defense : One of the primary functions 
of the National System of Interstate Highways is to serve the national defense. 
Under the provisions of the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1948 the Commissioner 
of Public Roads was directed, among other things, to invite the cooperation 
und suggestions of the Secretary of Defense. 

Such cooperation and suggestions of the National Military Establishment have 
heen obtained in connection with Interstate System routes previously designated. 
Continuing cooperation and suggestions will be secured in connection with 
any future designations. 

The selection of routes for inclusion in the Interstate System within and 
in the vicinity of cities is to a considerable extent a matter requiring local 
study and determination. 

Studies are made cooperatively by the State highway department and ap 
propriate local planning and highway authorities and officials, utilizing com- 
prehensive surveys of the origin and destination of traffic to the maximum 
extent feasible. The following criteria apply- 

Senator Gore. Just before you go to that, before this committee 
on Monday, Governor Johnson of Colorado raised a question as to the 
legality of reserving some 2,400 miles of interstate routes for urban 
routes, circumferential routes, et cetera. 

Are you prepared to give us the answer on that / 

Mr. Curtiss. This is the first I have heard that there was any 
question as to the legality as to the selection and designation of the 
Interstate System in urban areas. 

The rural portions were approved and selected in 1947 in accordance 
with the act, and the news release that was given out at that time 
stated that a reservation was being made for the balance of the 40,000 
miles for circumferential and distributing routes in urban areas. 

The reason for that was that it is necessary to make rather compre- 
hensive origin and destination surveys to determine the flow lines of 

-affic in order to select the proper routes. 

Those surveys since that time have been made in nearly all of the 
major cities. We have here copies of a number of reports. 

Senator Gore. To get to the point—I do not want to belabor it— 
I told Governor Johnson that I would inquire of the Bureau of Public 
Roads if in its opinion there was authority for designation of certain 
mileage of circumferential routes as interstate highways. Do you 
think there is authority / 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not think there is any question about it. When the 
legislation that led up to the 1944 act was introduced, the name of 
the system was interregional system. It was changed in the House 
Committee to Interstate System, but the law itself provides for con- 
necting industrial areas. Now we have industrial areas within a State, 
like between New York and Buffalo, Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, 
San Francisco and Los Angeles; and clearly the act intended to take 

‘are of that traffic, most or much of which is intrastate. 

Senator Gore. Was your plan in designating a metropolitan route, 
or circumferential route, the handling of the interstate traffic or the 
serving of the local traffic? 

Mr. Curtiss. Both. 

Senator Gore. Then we are preparing now to come to those stand- 
ards for selecting those routes. 

Mr. Curtiss (reading) : 

1. Connection with city approach routes: For the service of Interstate System 
traffic and other traffic bound in and out of the city to and from exterior points, 
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the routes selected should provide for convenient collection and delivery. 

Although the interstate routes must bear a proper relation in location and 
character to other parts of the street system, they will be the routes of principal 
service to the Interstate System traffic. 

2. Penetration of city: At the approaches to cities and particularly the larger 
cities, a very large part of the traffic on the Interstate System originates in or is 
destined to the city itself. Distributing routes within cities should be provided 
in addition to circumferential routes which serve to bypass the traffic that is not 
destined for the city. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. Where it says— 
distributing routes within cities should be provided in addition to circumferen- 
tial routes which serve to bypass the traffic that is not destined for the cities— 
what does that mean / 

Mr. Curtiss. It means as a part of the designation of the Interstate 
System, the urban portions of it. 

Senator BusH. In other words, part of our Federal-aid money goes 
to those distributing routes within the cities themselves; is that cor- 
rect ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. That is what we are proposing. 

Senator Busu. All right. 

Senator Gore. That is what you are proposing—has that been done 
heretofore ? 

Mr. Curtiss. There have not been very many belt lines or circum- 
ferential routes designated on the Interstate System, but we have 
participated in the belt line around Boston, which is Route 128, which 
we would like to have you visit on your field trip. 

Senator Busn. Would you call that a distributing route within a 
city? That is circumferential. 

Mr. Curtiss. It would be an outer-belt road with the radial lines 
leading to it from within the city. 

Senator Busu. What I was interested in was as to whether actually 
part of this money goes right into the cities themselves. 

Senator Gore. I think that is a very important question. That is 
one of the things I had in mind in submitting this inquiry. 

The second thing that comes to mind, Senator Bush, is whether they 
would properly be urban road development, to which the Federal Gov- 
ernment makes a 50-50 contribution or an interstate under which, un- 
der the present law, it makes a 60-40 contribution. 

Senator Busn. That is right. 

Mr. Curtiss. We think that various routes in the urban areas will 
qualify for each kind of project. 

Senator Busu. In other words, some of the urban routes, some of 
these distributing routes that we are talking about, would qualify for 
the interstate aid ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. They would ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. That would be routes within cities ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busun. And others would qualify for the urban classifica- 
tion ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Busu. How do you tell? How can you tell which deserves 
the interstate treatment and which deserves the urban? There is 
quite a difference. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is the problem that we are confronted with now 
in determining the disposition of this last 2,300 miles within the 40,- 
(}00-mile limitation, Senator, of the Interstate System. 

These reports—we have a number of reports of studies. We have 
one for Knoxville, I think, and one for Washington, Pa. 

I would be glad to leave copies of these studies here for the members 
of the committee to look at or for the staff to study. I think one of 
the most comprehensive studies that has ever been made of the needs 
has just been completed in Detroit. The report has not been com- 
pleted and printed yet. 

Senator McNamara. It is by the Detroit Area Regional Planning 
Commission. That is the agency that has that comprehensive study, 
and it is a good one, Mr. Chairman. I am a member of the commis 
sion. That is why I can talk with authority. 

Mr. Curtiss. You realize what a big problem it is and how it is 
necessary to make comprehensive studies of origin and destination of 
traffic to determine what is the most economical program to take care 
of that traffic. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to belabor this point 
too much, but who decides what is on the interstate and what becomes 
urban ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Under the law the selection of the Interstate System 
is by joint action of the State highway departments and the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

Senator Busn. That is the Interstate System, did you say? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. So the State highway department in conjunction 
with you people decide that together ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. Who decides about the urban—the same people? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, but in that case the State highway department 
cooperates with the municipality, and in the case of Detroit, there was 
a large group of satellite cities and the counties that were involved 
also. 

Senator Busu. But the city, of course, would have to agree with 
the State. They would have to come to an agreement, just like the 
State and the Federal Government have to come to agreement, it is 
a matter of negotiation really, is it not? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is the normal procedure; yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. And you cannot draw just hard and fast lines, it 
has got to be a matter of negotiation, is that it? 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right, and no two cities are exactly the same 
in their ete 

Senator Case. It might also be pointed out that under the 1954 act, 
you might transfer within the 10 percent limitation from one fund 
to another. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. I might read the law in this regard. Section 2 (a) 


[reading] : 
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for the purpose of expediting the construction, reconstruction, and improvement, 
inclusive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the National System of Interstate 
Highways, including extensions thereof through urban areas. 

That is somewhat different from your language, “distributing routes 
within cities.” 

This says, “including extensions thereof through urban areas.” 

Senator Busu. I would not think that was in conflict there, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Well, “through” and “within” are a bit different. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is the appropriation language you are reading; 
is it not? 

Senator Gore. I am reading from the 1954 act. 

Mr. Curtiss. We have never considered that that is in conflict. That 
is, that the original section 7 of the 1944 act providing for the Inter- 
state System mentioned that it must serve the national defense. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtis, as long as the Federal contribution was 
50-50 on all of the different systems, this was not a consequential mat- 
ter, but when we raise the contribution to 60-40 matching basis, and 
the smallest of the proposals before this committee is two-thirds—one- 
third, and perhaps an increase in that, this becomes a very conse- 
quential matter. 

Our good friends the mayors are going to be pushing their State 
highway departments for maximum designation of interstate routes 
within the metropolitan area, to use your language, so the committee is 
going to expect, I think, the Bureau of Roads to be something more 
than a yes-yes agency for the various State highway departments. 

Mr. Curtiss. We expect to be, Mr. Chairman, and of necessity we 
must be, because from 35 States we already have requests for 2,600 
miles. 

I would like to read from the report 

Senator Gore. That will be fine, but before you get to that, once a 
route has been selected and designated as an interstate highway by 
joint action of the Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway de- 
partment, does the Bureau of Public Roads have authority to withdraw 
that designation ? 

Suppose that a more suitable connecting route is developed. Does 
the Bureau of Public Roads have authority to change the designation 
without the approval of a State highway department ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think we would, but we would not do it normally. 
If a restudy indicated that a slightly different route would better serve 
traffic, it would be possible for the State to request a revision which the 
Bureau would approve. 

Senator Gorr. You keep placing this on the basis that the various 
State highway departments would be always taking the initiative. 
Does the Bureau of Public Roads not have any initiative? 

Mr. Curtiss. The Federal Highway Act of 1921 and all subsequent 
legislation gave the State highway departments, the State govern- 
ments, the iitiative in selecting the system to be approved, and it 
vested in the Federal Government the authority to approve or dis- 
approve. The 1921 act also gave the Secretary authority to require 
modifications in the system. 

The Secretary of Agriculture in the 1921 act was given authority to 
approve in whole or in part the system designated by the States or 
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to require modifications or revisions thereto. That authority still 
obtains. 

Senator Gore. I am reading that law, to require modifications or 
revisions thereto, but for what purposes do you require the revision 
or modification of a designation ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. We would have to request the State to change the 
designation. 

Senator Gore. “Request” and “require” are slightly different. 

Senator Buss. Mr. Chairman, it is not again a matter of negotia- 
tion between these agencies ? 

Senator Gore. I think it is, but I would like to know; and this 
becomes, as I have said several times, increasingly important when we 
are considering maximizing the interstate routes and contributi ing the 
major portion. 

Some people have suggested that the Federal Government assume 
the entire financial burden for the interstate highways, and this is a 
crucial matter. 

Senator Busu. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I was not dis- 
agreeing with you, but it seems to me that the law has got to provide 
for the $ Secretary to have certain veto powers, else how is he going 
to make sure that his road from Pennsylvania meets his road from 
Ohio? 

He has got to be the coordinator of this thing, and he has got to 
have certain authority. I believe that the way the act reads that he 
has it. Ido not think you would want to change that, would you? 

Senator Gorn. I agree with your statement, and I think there should 
be a maximum amount of cooperation between the Bureau of Public 
Roads and the highway departments and the various highway depart- 
ments; but every ‘time Lask a question, not only today but before, from 
the Bureau of Public Roads I get that all the initiative comes from 
the State highway departments; and it seems that the Bureau of 
Public Roads’ sole function is to hold the money bucket and distrib- 
ute it out as they come. 

I think that as we progress into this program of developing a 
National System of Interstate Highways, with the Federal Govern- 
ment bearing the larger pas of the cost, that the Bureau of Public 
Roads must exercise some real discretion in this matter and should 
have the power to do so, if it does not have. 

Mr. Curtiss. We have that and do exercise it. In the selection 
of the Interstate System, it was necessary to require States to meet 
at the State boundaries, and that was done through negotiation with 
adjoining States. 

Senator Gore. I want to come back to my qeustion of a few moments 
ago. After having designated a certain route as an interstate high- 
way, do you have authority to withdraw that designation of a certain 
route between two points and designate an improved or a different 
route between those points as an interstate highway or designate a 
route which has not been constructed, but on which the Federal 
Government will assume the larger portion of the cost? 

Mr. Curtiss. That situation has never arisen. 

Senator Gore. It may very well. 

Mr. Curriss. I would like to ask Mr. Kaltenbach for an interpre- 
tation of this 1921 provision. 
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Senator Gore. Why do you not come to the table, then, and give 
your full name to the reporter, please. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY J. KALTENBACH, COUNSEL FOR THE 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Karrensacn. [ am Henry J. Kaltenbach, counsel for the 
Bureau. 

In my opinion the 1944 act as to the designation of the Interstate 
System, requires action by the States, as well as action by the Bureau 
of Roads, and I would say that under the wording of that 1944 act, 
that the Bureau of Roads would not have the power to redesignate 
without the consent of the State. It is a joint action that is required. 

However, in the bill S. 1160, we gave the Secretary of Commerce 
the final authority just for that reason in the new bill. 

Senator Gore. Your proposal is then to give to the Secretary of 
Commerce the power of designation and redesignation, modification 
or revision without concurrence of the State ? 

Mr. Kaurensacu. Yes; that is what we poppare, 

Senator Busu. What page of the act is that 

Mr. Karrennacu. This is on page 14 of S. 1160, section 202, and 
line 20, which reads: 


The Secretary is authorized, in cooperation with the State highway depart- 
ments, to designate as promptly as reasonably possible * * *. 


In other words, we still tried to retain the cooperative feature, but 
we gave the authority to the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator Gore. You recognize in the drafting of your bill the prob- 
lem to which I have been directing i inquiry then, do you? 

Mr. Kaurensacn. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. Then under present law, taking a look at this map, 
if under present law, there developed to be a more feasible connec- 
tion between Salt Lake City and San Francisco than the one now going 
through Reno, the one going through Reno having been previously 
designated as interstate highway, the Bureau of Roads would not 
have authority to designate the new proposed road or the newly 
constructed route as an interstate highway unless the State highway 
department agreed to it? 

Mr. Kaurensacu. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. If you had a route going through 3 States, only a 
small mileage of which was in 1 State, you could not, under present 
law redesignate without the approval of all the States; 1s that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Katrensacn. That is correct. 

Senator Gore. That is a problem, and I congratulate you in the 
Department on recognizing this problem in drafting the bill. 

Senator Casz. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Senator Case. 

Senator Cass. Are you prepared to nail down what was just said 
for us, because the 1944 act has this sentence: 


The routes of the National System of Interstate Highways shall be selected 
by joint action of the State highway departments of each State and the adjoin- 
ing States, as provided by the Federal Highway Act of November 9, 1921, for 
the selection of the Federal-aid system. 
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It is that sentence, I think, in the 1944 act, section 7, which makes 
the selection come under the 1921 act, and the proviso in that para- 
graph, to which you directed attention, is the one which insures the 
coordination of the Bureau and the States. 

The first part of that section of the paragraph in section 6 of the 
1921 act reads: 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall have authority to approve in whole or 
in part the systems as designated or to require modifications or revisions there- 
of: Provided, That the States shall submit to the Secretary of Agriculture for 
his approval any proposed revisions of the designated systems of highways above 
provided for. 

That. is, the first part of the paragraph says the Secretary of Agri- 
culture can require modifications or revisions, but then it immediately 
provides that the State shall submit to the Secretary the revision. 

I, personally, just as a matter of opinion, do not think the Bureau 
of Public Roads should have the complete authority to make designa- 
tions for the Interstate System as a general proposition. 

If we want, particularly between Washington and Baltimore, to 
pass legislation which creates specific authority for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to acquire right-of-way for a specific route, that is one thing. 

But I do not personally think that we ought to take from the 
States their participation in the selection of routes, and it was for 
that reason that in 8. 1573, I propose to require that 10-percent con- 
tribution by the States on the rights-of-way, as well as on the construc- 
tion, because I thought that that 10-percent requirement would in 
effect insure the coordination of selection by the States and the 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

If you have to put up part of the money, you have a voice in the 
decision. 

Senator Gore. You recognize the same problem, but approach it in 
a somewhat different way. Senator, you had some statement, I 
believe. 

Senator McNamara. In connection with what has just been said, 
is it not absolutely necessary to create a highest authority, so that 
when they do not agree, somebody is the final word ? 

Senator Case. If you do then, I think that should be regarded as 
a special situation and the Congress should act on that situation; but 
I do not think the general authority should be created. 

I go back to what Senator Byrd said in his statement before the 
committee. I think Senator Byrd was as alarmed over that feature 
of S. 1160 as over any other one thing that that might create an 
authority whereby the Federal Government could come in without 
any limitation and select routes. 

I think if you will refer to Senator Byrd’s statement, you will find 
he dwelled on that possibility at some length. 

Senator Gore. We have two matters of interest here. States can 
be expected, and properly expected, to look after the traffic needs of 
that particular State. Here we are passing, I believe, toward the 
recognition of the national interest in a System of Interstate 
Highways. 

Maybe the two do not conflict. But in some cases, particularly 
where 2 and 3 States are involved, there may be a conflict of interest. 

As Senator McNamara has said, it seems to me that there should 
be some arbitrator, some authority for arbitration. 
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Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Yes, Senator Bush. 

Senator Busn. Supposing on page 14, line 20, where Mr. Kalten- 
bach read, without attempting to find the language, it said the Secre- 
tary is authorized to cooperate; and after agreement with the State 
highway departments, to designate as promptly as reasonable possible 
routes, 

In other words, he must come to an ‘agreement with a State before 
he has the power to designate. Would that relieve the situation ? 

Mr. Kavrenracu. They might never be able to agree. 

Senator Busn. Then they do not get any place. 

Mr. Kaurensacu. That is the reason we put it in this way. 

Senator Gore. Is that not the situation between Colorado and 
Utah now? 

Mr. Katrenracn. I am not familiar with that situation now. 

Senator Goret. What about that, Mr. Curtiss? We had testimony 
asking why a route between Salt Lake City and Denver had not been 
designated, and we were informed yesterday that Utah and Colorado 
were unable to agree, and therefore, no routes could be designated. 

Mr. Curtiss. There was never any joint action on the part of the 
2 States in requesting it, and we have not yet received any formal 
request from the 2 States. 

We are on notice, however, from the legislatures and from letters 
that they do want this addition. We have a request from Colorado 
for a 17-mile addition to the system in the vicinity of Denver, but 
there is nothing definite from the two States, showing where they 
would meet at the boundary line between the States. 

Senator Gore. Under present law, you would be powerless to do 
anything about it; would you not? 

Mr. Curtiss. We could ask the States to designate one, if we 
thought it was necessary, but we have never felt that it was. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, to a certain extent you are talking 
about two different things. The same thing to which Senator Bush 
addresses himself is repeated in my bill, S. 1573, that is, as to designa- 
tion of the route, but the selection of right-of-way is something else; 
and it is the selection of right-of-way which I sought to preserve a 
voice for the States. 

They do not put up the money for it against the selection of the 
right-of-way, but the selection of route between control centers is an- 
other matter, and I think we ought to keep it clear. 

Senator Gore. There is an added phase to this. pemiewe that be- 
tween city A and city B, there is a presently designated highway. 

Senator Case. In two different States. 

Senator Gore. Let us make it in two different States. Then it is 
proposed by the two States, let us say in this case, a more direct 
route. If it were within the powers of the State to say that this would 
be the intersate highway, then the Federal Government under 8. 1160 
would provide 90 percent of the cost of that new road; is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Curtiss. But it would be substituted for the old route. 

Senator Gore. Would it be substituted by action of the States or by 
action of the Bureau of Roads? 

Mr. Curtiss. The Bureau would take final action, but it would be 
initiated by the States. 
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Senator Gore. Now, let us take an instance, such as Senator Bush. 
Suppose you have a State line bisecting small segments of this State 
| indicating on paper]. This would be in one State; this would be in 
the other. There is a right sizable city on the old route. Here are the 
two principal termini. 

It might be greatly in the interest of the Interstate Highway 
System to designate your new route direct, but which would bypass 
a sizable community here that had political power. Therefore, this 
State highway department, which, according to this diagram, has 
only about one-fifth of the mileage of the newly desired route, would 
refuse to agree. 

Then the Bureau of Roads and this neighboring State would be 
powerless to change and relocate the interstate highway to a more 
direct and efficient connection; would they not ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I think in a situation like that, certainly under the 
provisions in S. 1160, we would have authority to change the designa- 
tion in the State that refused. We have an actual case not crossing 
State lines, but the State of Florida has asked us to consider changing 
the presently designated route that runs from north to south in the 
State, and we have ‘that under consideration. 

Senator Gore. Do they want it changed to an existing route, or to 
the construction of an entirely new road ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. It would follow certain existing roads now, I think, 
but the exact location of it would not be determined—that is within 
small limitations. 

Senator Casr. What is it? Route 1? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, a proposal for a toll road on Route 1 now, and the 
State wants to move the Interstate System over to the central part of 
the State. 

Senator Gore. In what condition is the route ? 

Mr. Curtiss. It is a proposal to rebuild the old or build a route and 
that would be the same as the Interstate System, as a toll facility. 

Senator Gore. Somewhat like you had in mind up in Connecticut, 
is it not? 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Senator Gore. That brings up still an additional problem. Sup- 
pose that in the years as we go forward with this program an interstate 
route has been constructed under the 60-40 or 6624-3314, 75-25, or 
90-10. 

Then the State decides that that road having been constructed with 
maximum contribution of the Federal Government, they want to 
change the designation of interstate designation, and build an addi- 
tional route, or rebuild another route with maximum contribution on 
the part of the Federal Government. 

What would you do in that. case under the new proposal or the 
present law ? 

Mr. KatrensacH. The mileage limitation would probably prevent 
it. 

Senator Gore. It might not. 

Mr. KattrenpacH. You see by that time all the routes would have 
been designated, substantially all. 

Mr. Curtiss. We would have to have a lot more information than 
oa the hypothetical question you propose in order to answer that, 
mut I would say 
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Senator Gore. I understand that. What I am trying to get at is 
when we increase, as 1 think the committee may want to do, the Federal 
share of the interstate roads, we then may find it necessary to vest with 
the Bureau of Roads certain authority, which it has not previously 
had, to protect the Federal interest in this matter, else the Bureau of 
Roads will be the victim of the desires of the cities and the States to 
build routes on which the Federal Government will pay the major 
share. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think the answer to your questions is that we would 
withhold approval to the addition of a route. It would have to be 
very compelling reasons, which in most cases would probably not exist, 
for an addition such as you describe. 

Senator Gore. Do you think, Mr. Counsel, that the provisions which 
you have suggested in S. 1160 are sufficient in this regard? 

Mr. Kaurensacu. I think they are for all practical purposes, be- 

‘ause I think the mileage limitation would take care of the last situa- 
tion which you presented. There is not anything in it specifically. 

Senator McNamara. It sounds very weak to me because it says 
“authorized in cooperation with the State highway departments.” 
It seems like a joint authority again. 

Senator Busn. It is. You cannot get away from that. 

Sen: itor McNamara. But if we are going to pay 90 percent of it in 
extreme cases, it seems logical that the local agency should have less 
to say about it. I think it isa real good point. 

Senator Busn. But, Mr. Chairman, is it not the intention of the act 
that this business of agreement should proceed in the same way that 
it has over the years in cooperation between the Federal and State 
authorities? They have got to come to an agreement. 

After the agreement is reached, then the Secretary can designate. 
It seems to me that is the only way you can do it. You cannot have 
the Federal Government going into a State and imposing a. route 
through a given State. You would not stand for that in Tennessee; 
would you ¢ 

Senator Gore. No, I would not want to, but on the other hand, I do 
not want the Federal Government to be imposed upon. 

Senator Busn. No, but I do not think that it would; as long as 
the Secretary has the power to designate how can it be imposed upon ¢ 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I honestly think as a practical mat- 
ter, this is not too serious, because the limitation of ie ge plus the 
limitation of funds will dictate that before they get any new designa- 
tion or redesignation, because the uncompleted highways on the Inter- 
state System could use up the money before you get around to 
rebuilding routes. 

Senator Gore. Mr. du Pont, from your experience, do you have a 
comment for us on that? 

Mr. pu Pont. Maybe I can be helpful. This cooperative arrange- 
ment has worked in many cases. I have worked it on both sides of 
the street. For many years I hid behind the Bureau of Public Roads, 
recogn'zing the political pressure, and yet from the other viewpoints, 
I would hide behind the skirts of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

I still have done the same sort of thing in the last several years. 
Frequently the Senators and Members of Congress are disturbed about 
that sort of thing, but I have discovered they have not been able to 
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discover who their constituents are so frequently they are on both sides 
of the question, and it becomes the Bureau’s responsibility in coopera- 
tion with the highway departments of the States to work it out. De- 
pending on the importance of the bypassing to a community, it 
becomes an increasing problem for the State highway department to 
withhold against the Bureau pressure, and they say, well, we cannot, 
unfortunately, go down the main street, the Bureau will not give us 
the nroney. 

Of course, we are Russians in that respect. We insist on the veto 
power, and we can refuse at all times to go along with the States; 
but, generally speaking, I know of very few instances where they 
cannot get together and compromise the issue and get a pretty satis 
factory job. 

Senator Gorr. There have been some cases, however, in which they 
have not. 

Mr. pu Ponr. Eventually they do. We get some newspaper articles 
and a lot of correspondence, but I know of no project which has ever 
been held up for that reason. 

Captain Curtiss mentioned the Florida situation. In Florida there 
is a route that will parallel the present main highway down the east 
coast, which is U. S. 1, I believe, and that was originally selected 
after a good deal of discussion as to whether to go down the center 
of the State versus the edge from a military point of view, due to 
invasion, or that sort of thing. 

However, because there were not many cities, they were not as 
popular, the eastern route was selected as the interstate. Now that 
is being paralleled by a toll road, the first section from Miami to Fort 
Pierce. 

Obviously, regardless of what the statute says and what is pro- 
vided, if that is completed to Jacksonville, it would be absurd to 
have a third interstate route designated down that coast, and Florida 
has asked us about that situation. 

They want to put the interstate down the center, terminating at 
Miami, and starting at Jacksonville too, which would be sort of a 
loop along the Seaboard Airline Railway route. 

Under this language in S. 1160, we feel we could eliminate the 
presently designated route, because adequate facilities are being pro- 
vided and go down the center of the State. I do not frankly believe 
it is a serious matter. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. If there are no further ques- 
tions at this time, we will come back to where we were some bit ago 
on page 9 of your statement, Mr. Curtiss, distributing routes within 
cities. 

Mr. Curtiss. Mr. Chairman, I would like to read at this time a state- 
ment from the report of the Secretary of Defense on highways for 
the national defense, which was submitted to the Commissioner of 
Public Roads, March 11, 1949. [ Reading: ] 

The national Military Establishment considers that urban arterial highways 
should be given equal consideration in their development to the h'ghest practical! 
standards with the naticnal system of interstate highways and other strategie 
highways. 

Methods of modern warfare require the rapid movement of military forces 


through or around urban areas, and may require movement of much of its civilian 
population and industry. 
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Air attacks directing missiles of extreme reaction can render highways in areas 
with concentrations of tall buildings and structures of little use. 

Circumferential routes in large cities are potentially of greatest value to 
national defense from the standpoint of the movement of cargo and personnel 
by highway transportation when located in the outer development adjacent to 


smaller buildings and serving as many as possible of the transportation terminals 
and industrial areas. 


Radial highways so constructed as to serve efficiently the local civilian economy 
and with appropriate connections to circumferential highways will, it is believed, 
serve effectively the national defense. 

Senator Gore. What is that that you were reading? Is that the 
report from the President? That is not the law you are reading. 

Mr. Curtiss. No; I was trying to support the statement that I made 
that it was not essential, in complying with the law setting up the 
Interstate System, to have a preponderance of interstate traffic on all 
the routes, particularly in urban areas, because in addition to serving 
interstate traffic, they are to serve the national defense. [Continues 
reading : | 


3. Location on undeveloped land: To the extent consistent with other require 


ments, undeveloped land offers the best possible locations for routes entering 
a city. 

4. Circumferential and distributing routes: Routes which avoid the business 
centers of cities are needed to serve traffic bound to or from points other than 
the center of the city. Such routes may be so located as to serve both as arteries 
for through traffic around the city between various approach highways and as 
distribution routes for the movement of traffic with local origins and destinations 
to and from the various quarters of the city. 


The pattern of such routes depends upon the topography and plan of each 
particular city. At many of the relatively large cities the need is for routes 
completely encircling the city. In some of the larger cities a belt route near 
the central business district may be needed in addition to an outer circumferential 


route. 

Senator Busu. Is there any illustration of that in your mind at the 
moment: “Belt route near the central business district”? 

Mr. Curtiss. Mr. Holmes, can you cite such an example? 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD H. HOLMES, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Hotmes. The plans that have been discussed for Washington, 
D. C., could be just about that, Senator Bush, with a so-called inner 
loop, which circles the business district, and then under the plans that 
are expected between the States, with a circumferential route that 
would avoid the District for through traffic. 

I think there are cities in Michigan of that same nature. I believe 
Detroit, Senator McNamara, has a similar plan for routes that would 
bypass the built-up part of the city, and also would terminate the routes 
that lead into a city in a loop that runs around the downtown area 
rather than going through it. 


Senator McNamara. Yes; it hasa loop effect. 

Mr. Homes. It is accepted as at least a desirable plan for most of 
the cities. 

Senator Bus. But you do not have an illustration of one in being 
right now; do you? 

Senator Casr. You have something of that type in Chicago, do you 
not, in your loop? 
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Mr. Hotmes. It is not yet a complete loop. 

Senator Case. But it is going in that direction. 

Mr. Curtiss. The outer belt line around Boston. 

Senator Busu. That is the outer one. There is no counterpart of 
it inside that. 

Senator Gore. What do you envision within the city of Boston to 
handle traffic primarily going to or leaving from the city of Boston ‘ 

Mr. Curtiss. They are engaged now in building some arterials. 
Some are elevated, which will provide radial routes away from the 
center of the city. I do not think there is any plan for an interbelt 
route, not that I know of. 

Senator Gore. Would those routes to which you have just referred 
be designated as interstate / 

Mr. Curtiss. This outer belt. 

Senator Gore. We have already discussed that, and that is interstate. 

Mr. Curtiss. I would not want to prejudge any of those routes. 
They might well be. 

Senator Gore. It would take a Solomon to write a law to govern 
that. 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not think, Senator, that in the final consideration 
of all of the data that you can eliminate the judgment of the people 
charged with the responsibility for selecting and approving this sys- 
tem. Wecan set up guides. 

Senator Gore. I would not try nor would I want to. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, in the 1952 Highway Act, the act of 
June 25, 1952, we did put in some language dealing with circumfer- 
ential and radial routes. 

That grew out of the fact that I had introduced a bill dealing with 
the city ‘of W ashington for circumferential and radial routes, and it 
reads as follows in section 10—it was in that part relating to the other 
access roads, and then we put in this clause | reading | : 

Provided, That whenever any project for the construction or improvement of a 
circumferential highway around a city or of a radial intracity route thereto 
submitted by any State, is certified by the Secretary of Defense, or such other 
official as the President may designate, as being important for civilian or mili- 
tary defense, such project may be constructed under the authorization in this 
section and in accordance with the conditions contained therein: And be it fur- 
ther provided, That with respect to any proposed construction or reconstruction 
of a timber access road— 

and so forth. 

ie goes on to other forms of access roads. 

I do not know whether any allocation was ever made under that 
authority or not, but we did recognize that problem and brought 
circumferential highways around cities, and radial intracity routes 
under the provisions of access roads. 

Mr. Curtiss. No projects were ever certified under that authority. 

Senator Gore. If under this broad interpretation, the Bureau of 
Roads should so be inclined—and I am happy to say I have never de- 
tected any such inclination—political favors could be shown certain 
cities and certain areas, with the result that 90 percent of the cost of 
the construction of streets within metropolitan areas could be be- 
stowed. 

I should hope that the Bureau of Roads would never be so inclined, 
but the possibility would exist, would it not, Mr. Curtiss? 

61030—55 63 
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Mr. Curtiss. I think the possibility always exists when any execu- 
tive has responsibility for expenditure of large sums of money to mis- 
use that authority. 

To my knowledge the Bureau of Public Roads has never done that, 
and I do not think they ever will. 

Senator Gore. I certainly agree in the past, and I think I agree 
with the future, as long as you are the head of it, or may I say, if “Mr. 
du Pont is there also. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think we both thank you. 

Senator Gore. You both have a good record in that regard. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Curtiss (reading) : 

5. Relation to traffic-generating focal points and transportation terminals: 
Railway terminals, both passenger and freight, wharves and docks, and air- 
ports generate large volumes of street and highway traffic associated with the 
essential interchanges between the several modes of transportation. 

The location of the Interstate System routes at cities should be so placed 
as to give convenient express service to these various major traffic-generatin< lo- 
cations within and in the vicinity of cities and also to the bus'ness center of the 
city and main industrial areas. The location of the Interstate System should 
permit and encourage a desirable coordination of highway transportation with 
rail, water, and air transportation. 

Senator Gorr. As you read that one, it seems to me, Mr. Curtiss, that 
you are soon to be in the business of building principal streets within 
cities, 

Mr. Curtiss. No; it may sound like that, but it is not intended to. 

Senator Gore. It certainly sounds like that. 

Mr. Curtiss. It would be quite a limited number of these arterials. 
[Continues reading :] 

6. Relation to urban planning: Interstate System routes will provide for only 
a small portion of the movement of traffic in most cities. The routes should be 
located and designed to be an integral part of the entire urban transportation 
plan. 

You see, Senator, it does not take too many of these roads that are 
described in the previous statement to serve this traffic if it is integrated 
with the remaining street system. 

I am sure you found that in Detroit. 

Senator McNamara. Yes; that is true. 

Senator Case. Is it not also true that you run primary systems 
through cities ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes. 

Senator Casr. And you have to agree on the location of your pri- 
mary roads? 

Mr. Curtiss. And the extensions of the secondary systems. 

Senator Case. And you can also run the designation of your sec- 
ondary system, so in principle there is nothing new. 

Mr. Curtiss (reading) : 

7. Civil defense: The Interstate System routes to be provided in and near any 


city should be carefully studied and integrated with the planning for civilian 
defense, 


Senator Gore. If you can find out what the plans are. 

Mr. Curtiss. We are under the necessity, Mr. Chairman, of finding 
that out, because the authority has been delegated to the Secretary of 
Commerce and redelegated to the Bureau of Public Roads. 
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Senator Gorr. The next question I asked you, Mr. Curtiss, was 
whether you needed something by way of spec ific legislation. 

I suppose that question has already been answered by the counsel's 
citation of the proposal in S. 1160. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Gore. Are there any questions of committee members on 
this point? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. 

Senator Busn. A e interesting morning, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gorr. Mr. Curtiss, my second question in my letter to the 
Secretary which you have been designated to answer, is [reading |: 

Desirable maximum on weights, widths, and other dimensions of trucks, buses, 
and other vehicles, particularly on Interstate Highways in the event the Federal 
Government undertakes to finance a major portion thereof 

Then there is a subheading: 


The findings of the Bureau of Roads after road tests and other study as to 
weicht limits, et cetera. How can the Federal Government ei‘ectively promote 
either uniformity or maximum limits in such weights and dimensions, and what 
type of legislation would be most effective or acceptable in this regard? 

Mr. Curtiss. I have rather extensive, prepared statements on each 
of those questions there. I do not know whether you want me to read 
this into thet record or not. 

Senator Gorr. Yes, we will have to go into this carefully, and we 
will have to have an afternoon session, I fear. 

Mr. Curtiss. First is a statement relative to size and weight of 
vehicles. The Bureau of Public Roads has conducted and_partici- 
pated in a number of studies of motor vehicle sizes and weights over 
the years, with the objective of attaining maximum compatibility in 
relation of roads and their traffic. 

The objective of these studies has been to provide factual basis for 
the establishment of State regulatory legislation and research basis 
for the attainment of economy in highway transportation, considering 
both the cost of the highway provision and vehicle operation. 

Some of the major researches that we have cooperated in have been 
actual field tests. One such was sponsored by 11 Eastern States and 
the Bureau, with the cooperation of industry, and was known as the 
Maryland road test 1. 

At this point I would like to mention that we have a motion picture 
film showing that test, which we would be glad to have members of 
the committee see. We had the privilege of showing it to some of your 
staff recently, and we could show it to you either at our small projec- 
tion room or we could set the equipment up in the committee room 
or anywhere you would like. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Allen, my administrative assistant, told me 
about seeing the film and thought it was worthwhile. I will seek to 
arrange a time when the members of the subcommittee. all of them, 
if possible, can view it here in the committee room. I will be in touch 
with you. 

Mr. Curtiss. We will be glad to show it at your convenience. 

Senator Gore. In general what did those tests show, Mr. Curtiss? 

Mr. Curtiss. It shows that repeated passages of the heavy-axle 
loadings created or caused considerable damage to the pavement. 
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This test was conducted on a concrete pavement, which is probably 
typical of many thousands of miles of public highways throughout 
the country. 

The road had been in service for 7 or 8 years before the test was 
started. Regular traffic was diverted to another road, and this test 
strip divided into four sections. On one section, there were repeated 
passages of trucks with 18,000-pound axle load and on an adjacent 
section there was a 22,400-pound axle load. 

Senator Gore. We are acquainted with those facts. Each member 
of the committee, I think, has been supplied a copy of the reports. 
Would you say it was a fair test? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir; we think it was a fair test. It did not answer 
all questions. 

Senator Gore. Another test is beginning in Illinois in which the 
Isureau of Roads is participating; is it not? 

Mr. Curtiss. Another test has been authorized in Illinois in which 
we are participating. 

Senator Gore. What part does the Bureau of Roads play in the 
initiation of such a test? 

Mr. Curtiss. The Maryland test was initiated by the States. I 
think Governor Lausche, of Ohio, called the first meeting that finally 
resulted in the planning of the Maryland test. 

The Western Association of State Highway Officials inaugurated 
the second test, which was on bituminous-surface roads, and was con- 
ducted on a specially built section near Malad, Idaho. 

The new project or the new test road is to be built in Illinois and 
under the auspices of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials, which includes all of the States and the Bureau of Public 
Roads. 

Senator Gore. What part does the Bureau of Public Roads, or 
what part will the Bureau of Public Roads, play in the Llinois 
test ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. We will provide technical advice and supervision of 
the test. We will provide instruments, precision instruments, to be 
built into the road during its construction and will assist in the 
analysis of the results. 

The Highway Research Board will be in general charge of the 
test. 

Senator Gore. Will this test be on pavement commensurate with the 
standards of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. [Continues reading :] 

The tests will be made on a 4-lane divided highway constructed as part of an 
&-mile relocation of route U. S. 6 between Ottawa and La Salle. Four test loops, 
each approximately 7,600 feet in length, will be provided by connecting the 
divided roadway with turnarounds. Each loop will have two test lanes with 
concrete pavement on one side of the dividing median and bituminous pavement 


on the other. Each loop will be subdivided into sections with pavement varying 
in thickness to represent existing roads and possible future design requirements. 


Senator Gore. Before you go on, let me interrupt you there. You 
say there will be segments of pavement such as you now use. What 
was your language there and possible future what? 

Mr. Curtiss [reading]: 


with pavements varying in thickness to represent existing roads and possible 
future design requirements. 
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Senator Gore. What are these future design requirements? 

Mr. Curtiss. That would be for heavier loadings. 

Senator Gore. Can you be more specific about that ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; that is in the next paragraph. 

Senator Gore. Excuse me. 

Mr. Curriss (reading) : 

There will be identical variations in the paired test lanes of each loop. Sixteen 
bridges of varied design and composition are included in the tests. 

Three-axle and five-axle truck-tractor semitrailers will be used as test 
vehicles. They will operate around the loops in the direction of normal traffic, 
applying controlled axleloads on the paired lanes in each loop, single axles 
the inside lanes and tandem axles on the outside lanes. Six vehicles will be 
operated at uniform rates in each of the 8 test lanes with single-axle loadings 
of a proposed range from 10,000 to 30,000 pounds and tandem-axle loading ranging 
from 20,000 to 50,000 pounds. More than a million axleloads will be applied on 
each test section. 

An 18,000-pound axleload is the limit in the majority of the States now. 

Senator Gore. You mean that is the limit in the law? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. Is that not the limit that the Bureau of Roads 
recommends ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir; that is the recommended standard of the 
Association of State Highway Officials, which we accepted. 

Senator Gore. And the standards by which the Interstate highways 
are now being constructed, insofar as the Bureau of Roads provides 
those standards. You handle a traffic load as a maximum of 18,000 
pounds per axle; is that correct ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. If we proceed to spend $101 billion building roads 
to handle traffic of that loading characteristic and then the State 
legislatures proceed to increase the weight limits, will not all those 
roads soon be rendered inadequate ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. One of the things that contributes to the failure of 
pavements is the inadequacy of the subgrades. The subgrade will 
become saturated with water, and on concrete pavement, when heavy 
vehicles pass, pumping occurs. 

This pumping is the forcing out of water which has collected in the 
vallenoole and which carries with it fine particles of the soil, and even- 
tually lowers the subgrade so that there is no longer contact with the 
pavement. 

Under these repeated loadings the pavement cracks. We have 
learned a lot about stabilizing our subgrades and using better stabilized 
subgrades. The pavements that are being designed for the 18,000- 
pound axleload will stand up better than they have in the past under 
that loading, as well as somewhat heavier loadings. 

Senator Gore. That does not answer my question. You say better 
than the past. The past has been pretty bad. 

I come back to my question: if we proceed to spend a hundred bil- 
lion dollars of the people’s money to build roads to handle traffic loads 
at certain standards and provide no safeguard that those loads will 
not be greatly increased, then are we prov ‘iding the proper protection 
for the taxpayers’ investments in highways? 

Mr. Curtiss. You presume that ‘the legislatures would raise the 
load limit to a point that would result in serious damage. 
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Senator Gore. I have made no such presumption, but I think it 
would be a reasonable one. However, the fact exists that some States 
already have weight limits greatly in excess of the highway construc- 
tion standards of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

What is the weight limit in Michigan ? 

Mr. Curtiss. The latest figures that I have in Michigan is an 18,000- 
pound axle load, but with a 

Senator Gore. According to my chart, Michigan was 21. Oh, I 
see, lam inerror. It is 18,000. 

Mr. Curtiss. It is 18,000, but they have a gross weight limit. 

Senator Gore. What is the maximum load limit? 

Mr. Curtiss. A 22,400 pound axleload. Vermont has no restric- 
tion on axle loading but a low gross weight limit. 

Senator Gore. What do you rec ommend in this part of my letter to 
the Secretary of Commerce to elicit your recommendations of the De- 
partment of Commerce with respect to handling this problem? 

Mr. Curtiss. We are 

Senator Gore. Before I come to your recommendation, Senator 
Case may have some questions. 

Senator Case. I was just wondering if in Vermont the practice 
might not be, as it is in my State, w here in the spring you have the 
condition that roads will be posted temporarily for certain weight 
loads. It varies according to the climatic condition. 

When I was out there last week, I remembere there were certain 
roads where they had certain weight limits posted apparently until 
the general base had dried up. 

Mr. Curtiss. Many States have those restrictions on traffic during 
what they call the spring breakup. 

Senator Case. Do you find it necessary to observe different specifi- 
- ions in different States because of the general condition of the soil ? 

I do not want to make that too specific, but I am just thinking that in 
Vermont or in New Hampshire that the general soil condition might 
be considerably different than it would be in Louisiana where you have 
a large alluvial soil. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right, and the climate differences have a bear- 
ing also. 

Senator Case. And the amount of rainfall? 

Mr. Curriss. The rainfall, but I was thinking more particularly 
of heaving with frost action which seriously weakens the subgrade 
when the ground is thawing, and I think every State has limitations 
on the use of their highways during that period. 

Senator Case. Your specifications for a particular road project 
would vary according to the conditions that existed where that actual 
mileage was to be built, would they not? 

Mr. Curtiss. We approve the specification standards that a State 
submits for each of the Federal-aid projects that have been found 
adequate for projects in that particular State. 

Senator Casr. Do all of your projects require maintenance by the 
State ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. So that it would be in the interests of the State to 
maintain such seasonal regulations as would protect them against ex- 
cessive maintenance costs? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Case. If we were to propose some limitations here then you 
think they should be such maxima as would permit the States to op 
erate within those ceilings ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir; I would not think that there should be any 
restriction on the present law of any State. We would not recommend 
any attempt at a rollback. 

Senator Case. You would not attempt a rollback ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. No; there are several States that have 22,400 pound 
axle loads. 

Senator Case. Do you not think it might be desirable for us to put 
in something that would prevent them from raising their limitation 
after we have built some better roads ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I think that we are making progress now in getting 
adoption of a uniform code. 

Senator Casr. How do you mean “we are making progress”? Is 
there a concerted effort through the Bureau to do that / 

Mr. Curtiss. The combined effort of the Bureau and the States. 
We encourage the adoption of a uniform vehicle code. This was de 
veloped by the National Committee on Uniform Traflic Laws and 
Ordnances. It is a development of the President’s Highway Safety 
Conference. 

Senator Case. When was that promulgated ? 

Mr. Curtiss. This latest one was revised in 1954. 

Senator Casr. How is the President’s Safety Conference constituted 
or how is the committee constituted that was responsible for the pro 
posal of this uniform program / 

Mr. Curtiss. The uniform vehicles code was first produced in 1926, 
being a committee of the National Conference on Streets and High- 
way ‘Safety in cooperation with the National Conference of Commis 
sioners on Uniform State Laws. 

Then later it became an arm of the White House Conference on 
Highway Safety, and it predecessor, the President’s Highway Safety 
Conference. 

The committee includes more than 100 representatives of highway, 
police, motor vehicle, and other officials, Federal, State, and local 
legislators, courts, schools, and colleges, manufacturers of vehicles 
and equipment and other trans portation, motor club safety council, 
women and other civic organizations, legal, engineering, business, 
and labor organizations. 

Senator Case. Has the passenger-mile safety rate improved since 
the committee started its work ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I did not understand. 

Senator Casr. Has the passenger-mile safety rate improved fol- 
lowing the work of this committee ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. It was improved following the President’s Conference 
on Highway Safety. It is improved very materially, and the uni- 
form code has made its contribution. 

Senator Case. What arguments for or against would you see to 
our incorporating in legisl: ation something that would establish na- 
tionally the provisions of this uniform code, so far as truck weights 
are concerned / | 

Mr. Curtiss. I think that progress is being made now through 
cooperative efforts. 
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Senator Cast. Is there any reason why the traffic of any State 
could not conform to the recommendations of a uniform vehicle code? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, I do not think there is any reason why they could - 
not. Here is a situation that has developed, Senator. 

Since 1950 the frequency of heavy vehicles in our traffic studies 
shows that the frequency of heavy vehicles has been increasing, but 
the trend in the frequency of heavy axleloads has been sharply down- 
ward. That is the gross loads have been distributed over more axles 
so that the axle loading, which really does the damage to the pave- 
ment, the trend has been down. 

This is due to the increase in the number of axles per vehicle that 
you find in tractor-truck and trailer combinations. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, some years ago, I believe it was in 
the Hayden-Cartwright Act, the Congress provided additional Fed- 
eral aid to the States for the construction of highways, conditioned 
upon the maintenance by the States of their current rate of fuel oil 
taxation and conditioned further upon the requirement that the States 
not divert further of revenue from those sources. 

I am not attempting to quote it exactly. That brings to mind the 
possibility of writing into law the granting of this additional aid on 
the Interstate System, upon the condition that the States either main- 
tain their present load limitations and diminish limitations or com- 
ply with the uniform standards recommended by the Bureau of Roads. 
What would be your opinion as to the advisability of that? 

Mr. Curtiss. I do not think we would recommend Federal legis- 
lation to accomplish that end, but if the committee considered it 
desirable, it could be done by withholding Federal aid. 

Senator Gore. Would that be a feasible way to do it ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think it would be feasible. The difficulty would be 
through enforcement. Policing is a function of the States, policing 
of their highways, and it would require-—if you were going to give it 
any enforcement other than just the wording of the State laws—it is 

sally in enforcement of the restrictions rather than the restrictions 
chau es that protect the highways. 

Senator Case. Mr. Curtiss, do you think it would have a policing 
effect if we had a graduated system of licensing fees based upon the 
weights of the vehicles ? 

Mr. Curtiss. It might, but the trend, as I have just indicated, is 
to the lower axle loadings, even with an increase in the gross load. 

Senator Gore. Is that not accounted for by the multiplication of 
the axles ? 

Mr. Curtis. That is right. 

We think the situation is improving sufficiently that at this time 
we would not be warranted in recommending Federal legislation. 

Senator Casr. But you do think it might have a salutary effect if 
they had to pay a bigger license fee if they got too big in their gross 
weight, do you not ? 

Mr. Curtiss. It is not the gross weight that damages highways. 

Senator Case. I realize that it is the axleload that is the measure 
of that. 

Mr. Curtiss. If the test is of gross weight, it might tend to dis- 
courage this multiple axle. It might discourage a trend that is taking 
place now to a reduction in the axleload. 
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Senator Gore. Is the trend not toward heavier overall! load limits ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; the heavy gross weight has been increasing at 
the same time the individual axleload has been decre: sing. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, has not the present road system been 
rendered inadequate plainly by the weight, the speed, and the size of 
the vehicles ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I think the numbers of vehicles have perhaps had the 
greatest influence in making our highways inadequate, and the lack 
of access control on our main highways has contributed to their 
obsolescence. 

Senator Gore. Has not the weight, the dimensions, and the speed 
of vehicles largely contributed to the inadequacy of the Federal high- 
ways ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. It has contributed ; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Did you ever get in a stream of traflic going up the 
hil! where the lead car was a truck slowly climbing its way up the 
hill ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Too often. That is being taken care of in many States, 
on the two-lane highways by providing a climbing lane, a third lane, 
in which the slower vehicles can make their way up the hill, and let 
passenger cars pass. 

Senator Gore. What is the recommendation of the Department of 
Commerce with respect to this problem in connection with the $101- 
billion program, so-called ? 

Mr. Curtiss. We have not recommended any Federal legislation in 
this connection. 

Senator Gore. You are content with your uniform standard of 
18,000 pounds per axle with no opportunity or provision for bring- 
ing about a conformity with it? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think we are at this time. Mr. du Pont, do you want 
to comment on the desirability of Federal legislation for control of 
axle loadings? 

Mr. pu Pont. I will comment on that. In view of the research that 
we anticipate initiating, in view of the lag that will occur between 
the time you get to lay a new pavement, I think we would be in a 
better position, let us say, 2 years from now to suggest what might 
be the economic standards for the Interstate System. 

I think that would be an opportune time to give factual data, and 
predicated on factual data on what the trend has been in the mean- 
time, to decide the fesibility and practicability of controlling it, 
predicating the grant, or withholding it, or refusing to subsidize these 
roads unless they adhere to these standards. 

Secondly, the possibility that was suggested of paying for them 
100 percent and posting those structures. In any event, it should 
depend on local and State police for policing, and it has been my 
experience that if you will give them a little reward or a participation 
in the fines, that they will give you a pretty good job. 

If you do not, you do not get as good’a job. That would be my 
view. You do add procrastination until I get the factual data, but 
I do not think there will be too much delay for practical purposes. 

Senator Gore. You recognize more explicitly than Mr. Curtiss has 
in his statement, though he may recognize the problem equally in 
reality, that we do face a challenge and a problem in highway con- 
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struction if there is no inhibition against increasing the load limits 
and the sizes and the speeds of vehicles, particularly the very large 
ones, as we build better roads, they get bigger and faster and heavier, 
and there is no catching up ‘with it, unless we find a w ay to bring 
about some uniformity of weights and dimensions. Otherwise, there 
is no way ever to catch up with this highway construction problem. 

Mr. pu Ponr. I recognize it very acutely, and the part that disturbs 
me eee is not the Jnterstate System, because I believe we can build 
that adequate, but all these vehicles can leave this Interstate System 
and go on the secondary roads, and that is where I visualize the 
trouble. 

In other words, if we limit our standards to the best system, what is 
going to hi appen to the secondary system ? 

Senator Case. The suggestion, Mr. du Pont, has been made with re- 
gard to posting the structure, and I think a most helpful application 
of that might be on the secondary system. 

If you posted ) vour structures on your secondary system, it would 
have a beneficial effect all through, but particularly at the point where 
the greatest damage might occur. 

Mr. pu Pont. I might say this: we had quite a problem during the 
war when poultry raising bec ame very popular. 

Thoe roads were adequate for regular farming, with crops to be 
harvested, et cetra; but when they moved into the poultry raising, with 
the heavy loads for food and fuel for heating, the roads just disinte- 
grated. 

Senator Gore. Was this in Delaware that you are speaking about ? 

Mr. pu Pont. Yes, sir. We attempted to solve that problem by 
zoning. In other words, we had A, B, and C type roads, and you 
would be licensed to run only on a class of road which was suitable 
for your vehicle. We did not get to first base with that legislation, 
but it was a theory of trying to zone your traffic to the proper w eight 
for the highway being traveled. 

Senator Gore. I realize the validity of your statement that the real 
problem is on primary and secondary roads. 

Mr.pvu Pont. Mor e precisely, particularly. 

Senator Gore. That is why I raised this question in the form I did 
to the Secretary of Commerce, when I used the words “particularly on 
the Interstate Highwa tys to which the Federal Government contributes 
a major part of the cost.” The administration has recommended, and 
J think we all recognize and accept, the national interest being maxi- 
mized in the interstate roads. 

If the national interest is maximized in the interstate road, then the 
national interest and protecting the taxpayers’ investment is maxi- 
mized in those roads too. 

That is why I raise the question. I would not want to undertake 
to impose a police power upon the States as to the size and weight of 
vehicles on all its roads, but if the Federal Government is to provide 
90 percent of the cost of the interstate roads, then surely, on these 
particular roads, the Federal Government has a legitimate interest 
in protecting the taxpay ers’ investment. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think in principle, the same thing 
applies even if you only put up 50 percent of it and perhaps in an 
even more persistent way because of the possibility of changing routes, 
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and you have already brought up what would happen about changing 
routes. Of course, when you get one road built and change the desig- 
—— to Interstate System; that is even more likely to happen in the 

ase of secondary roads that you might put in 50 percent and built one 
vous and later change and build another one. 

I think if we go into this, I think that in principle the Federal Gov- 
ernment should be just as careful where it puts in 50 cents of $1 as 
where it puts in 90 cents of $1 or 6624 cents. 

Senator Gore. Maybe I was trying to find a good place to start, Mr. 
du Pont. 

Mr. pu Pont. Those are the only suggestions I have to offer, but I 
do think we will not be doing any harm by deferring a little while 
until we get those tests going, and I believe we ay ie ‘velop, as a 
result of those tests, factual data that we will need in determining 
these matters. 

For example, you rarely see a freight boat over 400 or 500 feet long. 
They do not make them 1,000 feet long. 

Senator Gore. That brings to mind another question. What did 
you think about preserving the status quo as a condition of other Fed- 
eral grants to highway construction until the studies are concluded ¢ 

Mr. pu Pont. I think that would be very poor economy. The longer 
you wait, the more the rights-of-way will cost. 

Senator Gore. I was thinking of preserving it in a condition where 
by the States would be required to set up st: randards on weights and 
dimensions until the rest of the tests are completed and the Interstate 
System is ready. 

Mr. pu Pont. I would start talking about it a good deal. 

Senator Gore. Fine. We willstart today, or rather start yesterday. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, you would not mean by that that they 
would have to freeze them at the present, but that they could not 
maximize, you would no suggest that, would you? You would not 
object to their lowering them, would you? 

Senator Gore. I would not object to Michigan lowering their 120,000 
pounds. 

Mr. pu Pont. Talk about it and maybe drop a couple bills to see 
what the reaction is. 

Senator Gore. I would like to put in the record a statement by 
Senator Stennis. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN STENNIS ON THE PENDING FEDERAL- 
Arp HigHWay BILLS 


During the 7 years I served as a member of the Senate Public Works Commit- 
tee, I gave special study and consideration to highway legislation because of its 
national importance and also because of very special interest in our highway 
problems in Mississippi. 

The number of automobiles, trucks, and buses on our streets and highways 
las increased from 28 million in 1946 to 56 million in 1954, a 70-percent increase 
in 8 years. This tremendous increase compels us to provide an expanded 
highway program to meet these expanding needs. However, it is extremely 
important that this new program be balanced to meet the needs of secondary 
and primary highways, rather than have all of the expansion and the additional 
expenditures on the so-called superhighways. I can see nothing materially 
wrong with the basic plan of our present highway system. Additional funds 
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will enable this system to expand, and thus successfully cope with the additional 
demands of modern traffic. 


FAVOR GORE BILL 


After a full study and analysis of the major bills before the Senate committee, 
I have concluded that the bill introduced by Senator Gore, S. 1048, is the soundest 


approach to our highway problem, and I plan to give my full support to the 
basic principles of this bill. 


EXPANDING BUT BALANCED SYSTEM 


In the first place, the Gore bill brings Federal aid for all highways up to a 
total of $1.6 billion for each of the 5 years beginning June 30, 1955. This repre- 
sents an 83-percent increase in funds over the present program and will provide 
an expanded program for all types of highways, including our secondary, 
primary, and urban highways, and the so-called superhighways. It will main- 
tain a balanced program for all these groups of highways according to their 


needs. This approach will not freeze or stop expansion of one group of highways 
at the expense of another. 


FEDERAL AND STATE RELATIONS 


The Gore bill also continues in effect the excellent working relationship between 
the State highway departments and the Federal Bureau of Public Roads. This 
fine relationship has given us a marvelous illustration over a 40-year period of 
cooperation and coordination between the States and the Federal Government 
in the difficult problems of highway construction. Through this method there 
is a marked amount of planning from the standpoint of national need as well 
aus national leadership, both furnished by the Federal Bureau. Also, the local 
people and the special problems of each State are represented by the State 
highway department and other public officials of the State. This is as it should 
be. Iam not willing to see this relationship and working team hurriedly swept 
away under a new policy that would make the State highway departments mere 
servants of a superhighway authority of the Federal Government and which 
would virtually ignore local conditions and local interests of our people. 


SOUND FINANCES 


I strongly favor the provision in the Gore bill which provides for a straight 
increase in the Federal appropriations for highway construction. This is sound 
financing and would leave Congress with complete control over these appropria- 
tions from year to year. The Federal Government has always collected more 
money from the Federal gasoline tax than it has paid out for Federal Aid high- 
ways, and even with the increased appropriations provided for in the Gore bill, 
within the 5-year period, the level of collected taxes will most probably equal 
again the required expenditures. 


S. 1160 ABANDONS SOUND POLICIES 


After full consideration of the bill as proposed by the President’s Special 
Commission on Highways, I find that it abandons our sound policies which have 
worked so well for many years. Essentially, I am opposed to creating a super 
Federal Highway Authority and vesting it with the control of the expenditure of 
$31 billion for the next 10 years with almost absolute authority to say where 
the money shall be spent, where the rights-of-way shall be located, and who 
would be granted rights to build filling stations and other highway concessions. 
This action could be done virtually at the exclusion of the State officials and 
the State Highway Departments. The relocation of old highways and the lo- 
cation of new ones are highly important economic factors to the people living in 
the areas affected, and the people of those areas through their State authorities 
are certainly entitled to the fullest consideration. The administration’s bill 
actually provides that a strip of land 25 feet wide on the outside border of each 
highway shall be under the exclusive control of the Federal authorities. 

A program of such magnitude and involving so much money should certainly 
have some realistic and fair congressional formula that would control the 
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expenditure on an area basis. As to the interstate highways, some discretion 
and latitude should doubtless be allowed. But these safeguards are not pro 
vided in the administration's bill and is another serious defect therein. 


PRIMARY AND SECONDARY HIGHWAYS WILL EXPAND 


The Administration bill places a practical ceiling on the amount of Federal 
aid that will be provided for the secondary and the primary systems of high- 
ways for the next 30 years. Of course there will be expanding needs for these 
highways, but the burden of this expansion would have to fall almost entirely 
on the States. I consider it a serious mistake to earmark any part of the Federal 
gasoline tax revenue in favor of our interstate highways, or any other desig- 
nated part of our highway system. The Congress must be free to deal with 
tuture highway problems as they arise. One phase of the problem should not 
be financed at the expense of another. I also think it is far sounder to continue 
the present financing of the Federal Aid program by direct appropriations out 
of the Federal Treasury under the control of the Congress, even if this involves 
the continuation of the present Federal gasoline tax. To have a Federal 
Authority issue revenue bonds backed by a Federal gasoline tax sets a very 
bad precedent that will plague the Congress and the Treasury for many years 
to come. It abandons sound financing because it avoids the national debt ceiling 
now set by the Congress. 


MEETING HEAVY TRAFFIC PROBLEMS 


The practical effect of the Administration bill would be to spend most of the 
additional money in centers of the heaviest population. These special problems 
of heavy traffic must be met, and they can be met in two ways: 

First, our presently designated Interstate Highway System is being rapidly 
expanded under our present highway program in that the annual appropriations 
are being rapidly increased, and we are increasing the percentage of Federal 
contribution under present law from 50 to 60 percent. The Gore bill proposes 
further increases to 6624 percent. The Federal authorization for interstate 
highways for each of the calendar years 1954 and 1955 was $25 million: and 
for each of the calendar years 1956 and 1957, the authorization is $175 million 

Second, in solving this special problem of unusually heavy traffic in the 
populous areas, which include the heavy commercial traffic, at least a part of 
this undue burden must be carried by toll roads which connect our large 
metropolitan areas. By the use of the toll road a person or cargo gets a spe 
cial service for a special fee. The benefits are worth the money. Also, the regular 
highways are available to all without special charge who may wish to use 
them between any given points. In addition, the toll road provides a means of 
travel that will save time and will also save per-mile cost. Thus the regular 
highway tax is left to be applied to regular traffic. If the gas tax money is 
forced to finance all of the “big traffic’ needs, there will be no funds left from 
this source for ordinary traffic. 


NONPARTISAN QUESTION 


It goes without reiteration of course that a highway program is not a partisan 
political question, nor is it a political issue of any kind. It has never been so 
considered by any Congress or by any Committee of the Congress, and I am 
sure that it will not be so considered now. 

I heartily commend the Highway Subcommittee of the Senate Public Works 
Committee for their careful and constructive approach to this far-reaching prob- 
lem, and to meet our added needs I wish again to commend to their favorable 
consideration the Gore bill as a sound expansion of our present system. 


Senator Gore. It is now 12:35 and the committee will resume its 
session with you, Mr. Curtiss, at 2: 30. 

(Thereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the committee was recessed to recon- 
vene at 2: 30 p. m., the same date and place.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Gore. Come to order, please. 

Without objection there will be included in the record a statement 
which Mr. Curtiss has filed with the committee. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


INTERSTATE, INTRASTATE, AND LOCAL TRAVEL ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


The Federal Highway Act of 1944 provided that the Interstate System be “so 
located as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metro- 
politan areas, cities, and industrial centers, to serve the national defense and 
to connect at suitable border points with routes of continental importance in 
the Dominion of Canada and the Republic of Mexico.” 

Travel of the type intended to be served by the Interstate System, often is 
not interstate. For example, travel between San Francisco and Los Angeles, 
Kansas City and St. Louis, Buffalo and New York is intrastate, yet is clearly 
the type of travel the Interstate System is expected to serve. 

The requirements of the act were fully met by the system selected. Though 
service to interstate travel was not a specific requirement, such travel is served 
by the Interstate System to a considerably higher degree than by other systems. 

The amount of interstate travel on the Interstate System can be determined 
accurately only through extensive origin and destination traffic surveys. Few 
of these have been made on a statewide basis. 

Arizona: Arizona made such a statewide origin and destination survey in 
1948-49. The results as regards interstate travel by all types of vehicles on the 
Interstate System, both rural and urban, were approximately as follows: 

Percent 
of travel 
Through Arizona (trans-State) 
To and from Arizona 


Total Interstate 
Intrastate 


Total 


Arizona, of course, is a tourist State, and has a higher percentage of inter- 
state travel on the Interstate System than most other States. 

Iowa: In Iowa, extensive origin and destination studies were made of traffic 
on east-west routes in 1953. The only east-west Interstate System route in Iowa 
follows U. S. 6 from Davenport to Council Bluffs. For this route, including both 
rural and urban sections, the interstate travel by all types of vehicles was as 


follows: 
Percent 
of travel 
Through Iowa 
To and from Iowa 


Total interstate 
Intrastate 


Total 


Ohio: Ohio made extensive origin and destination surveys throughout the 
State in 1953-54. However, only the interstate route from the West Virginia 
line near Wheeling to Cincinnati (U.S. 40 and 42) and the interstate route from 
Toledo to Cincinnati (U. S. 25) have been analyzed as regards interstate travel. 
In this case, the data were analyzed by vehicle type. For the two routes, in- 


cluding both rural and urban portions, the interstate travel was as follows: 
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Passengt 


care delivery commer- 
“al 


trucks 





Wheeling-C ins 


Through Ohio 
To and from Ohio 


Total interstate : : 5 
Intrastate -__.- : ; 29. 0 


Total... 100.0 
Toledo-Cincini 


Through Ohio_ - 
To and from Ohio 


Total interstate. 
Intrastate __. 


eit ninn s 


Because of the numerous large cities in Ohio, between which there is a large 
amount of intrastate travel, the percentage of interstate travel on the Inter- 
state System is naturally lower than in Arizona or Iowa and, in fact, probably 
lower than that in all except a very few other States. The 23.6 percent average 
for these two Ohio routes is, therefore, near a minimum for the United States. 
The Ohio study also shows that for both routes, the proportion of interstate travel 
for trucks other than light delivery trucks, is substantially greater than that 
for passenger Cars. 

Kansas: In Kansas, extensive origin and destination studies were made in 
1953 to determine the feasibility of a toll road from Kansas City to the Oklahoma 
line, via Topeka and Wichita. At the 7 stations on the Interstate System through 
this area, 47 percent of the vehicles of all types passing the stations had either 
origin or destination or both outside of Kansas and were, therefore, on inter- 
state trips. At the 11 stations on Federal-aid and primary routes that are not 
on the Interstate System, 32 percent of the vehicles were on interstate trips. 
At a station on a local road near El Dorado, only 5 percent of the trips were 
interstate. 

Rural Interstate System: Though few States have made the surveys neces- 
sary to determine accurately the amount of interstate travel on the Interstate 
System, all of them have estimated the amount of travel by out-of-State registered 
passenger cars on that system in 1948. As might be expected, there is a wide 
variation in the percentage of traffic on the Interstate System that is by out- 
of-State registered vehicles. For the rural portions of the system, the highest 
percentages (60 to 80 percent) are found in Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, 
Wyoming, and Delaware; and the lowest percentages (14 to 20 percent) in Cali- 
fornia, Minnesota, Ohio, Michigan, and North Carolina. For the Nation as a 
whole, 30 percent of the travel on the rural portions of the Interstate System is 
by out-of-State registered vehicles. 

The percentage of interstate travel is larger than the percentage of travel by 
out-of-State vehicles, because interstate travel by vehicles of local registration 
more than offsets any intrastate travel by vehicles of out-of-State registration 
Kansas data showed that the interstate travel was 35 percent greater than travel 
by out-of-State registered vehicles on the same route, and this percentage is 
checked very closely by the Iowa and Ohio data. It appears, therefore, that 
the travel by out-of-State registered vehicles should be increased by about one- 
third to give an estimate of interstate travel. On this basis, the interstate pas- 
senger-car travel on the rural Interstate System is estimated as 40 percent of 
the total passenger-car travel on that system in 1948. Estimates for 1953 show 
only a very slight increase in the percentage of out-of-State registered vehicles, 
and the 40 percent figure is, therefore, believed to be still applicable. 
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Urban: The percentage of interstate travel in cities varies widely in accord- 
ance with the location of the city with respect to State borders. In such border 
cities as Kansas City, Washington, and New York, much of the local traffic is 
interstate, whereas in cities like San Francisco, far from a State border, very 
little traffic is interstate. 

Information on the actual amount of interstate travel in cities is generally 
lacking. However, data obtained at origin and destination survey stations at 
the edges of 14 cities of small or medium size in Texas, Oklahoma, and- Mis- 
sissippi have been analyzed as regards percentage of interstate trips on the 
Interstate System, on other United States or State numbered routes, and on 
local roads, On the Interstate System, the percentages of interstate trips varied 
from above 75 percent at Laredo, Tex., and Erick, Okla., both of which are border 
towns, to below 5 percent at Waco, Tex., situated centrally as regards Texas 
population. 

The percentages of interstate trips at the stations bordering the 14 Texas, 
Oklahoma, and Mississippi cities on the 3 classes of roads are as follows: 


Percent 
Interstate routes____-_ sitinaipticeie nce csp het es a 


Other United States or State numbered routes____-.-._---_------_-_----. 5.5 
i a es leeds 


In no case was the percentage of interstate trips on local roads higher than 
2.5 percent, and in only two cases was it above 1 percent. 

The best means of estimating the proportion of interstate travel on the urban 
Interstate System, is from the proportion of travel on that system that is by 
out-of-State registered vehicles. From estimates prepared by all States for the 
year 1948, 16 percent of the travel on the urban Interstate System was by out- 
of-State registered vehicles. Increasing that by one-third as in the case of the 
rural Interstate System, we have an estimate of 21 percent for the proportion 
of interstate travel on the urban Interstate System. 

Main rural roads: As a part of our annual traffic analysis the proportion of 
travel on main rural roads which is by out-of-State registered vehicles is esti- 
mated. For the year 1948, the travel by out-of-State passenger cars on main 
rural roads not on the Interstate System was 21 percent. This is the latest year 
for which this calculation can be made, for data to permit the segregation of 
passenger-car travel on the Interstate System from that on other main roads is 
lacking for subsequent years. However, the main rural road data show that 
there has been very little change in the percentage of travel by out-of-State 
registered vehicles since 1948. Increasing the 21 percent by one-third, we have 
28 percent as an estimate of the proportion of interstate passenger-car travel 
on main rural roads not on the Interstate System, but principally on the Federal- 
aid primary system. 

Conclusion: From the above analysis, it is estimated that the proportions of 


interstate travel by passenger cars on the different systems is approximately as 
follows: 


[Percent] 


Rural Urban Total 





Interstate System 21 
Other principal routes_.~ snip ay oak cor wildati se ella eee 28 6 
Local roa‘s and streets _ _- 7 1 


While these estimates are for passenger cars, the Ohio figures indicate that, 
if trucks of all classes are included, the percentages will be about the same. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, would you indicate how comprehensive 
the Illinois tests are to be, when they are to start, how long they are to 
run, and any other facts about that ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Mr. Chairman, I think it will be the most compre- 
hensive test that has ever been undertaken. While I will not pre- 
dict that it will give us all the answers, there will be other research 
necessary, it should answer some of the most pressing questions that 
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confront the highway engineer now. It has never been determined 
accurately what is the most economic highway transportation unit, 
considering the highway and the motor vehicle together. We will 
have the cooperation of industry and all of the States. There will be 
an advisory committee. 

Senator Gore. Do you mean all the States‘ Did you say all the 
States / , ; 

Mr. Curtiss. All but four of the States have already agreed to par 
ticipate in the cost of it. Having almost a complete cross-section of 
industry and the engineering people concerned with highway transpor 
tation the results of the test should be accepted as being correct and 
applicable to future highway planning and design. 

I do not think I mentioned this morning, but it is planned, after 
commercial-type vehicles have been used over the various sections, it is 
planned to use the military type, various types of military equipment. 

I do not think I brought out this morning that it is the repetitive 
passage of heavy loads that is likely to do the damage, and not a single 
passage. I think every State issues permits for overloads to go over 
the highway, but they govern the way they use the highway, the time 
and so forth. 

Senator Gore. When will this test begin ? 

Mr. Curtiss. The State highway department is, I understand, secur 
ing right-of-way for the construction now. 

Senator Gore. Is the test to be on new construction ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. At the standards recommended by the Bureau of 
Public Roads? 

Mr. Curtiss. There has been a committee that has developed the 
designs for the different sections, and they are acceptable to the State 
of Illinois and to the Bureau. The project will be built as a regular 
Federal-aid project on a relocation of a route in Illinois. Later, after 
the test is over, it will be hooked up and become one of the main arterial 
highways in Illinois. 

Senator Gore. You say the rights-of-way are being secured now / 

Mr. Curtiss. They are ecquiring the right-of-way now. 

Senator Gore. Then the road must be constructed / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir, and then the tests started. I think shortly 
after the tests get under way some of the results will begin to flow 
from it. We will not have to wait 

Senator Gore. It will be a period of months? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, there will be some delay, as Mr. du Pont men- 
tioned this morning; there will also be some delay in getting a large 
volume of new construction started on the Interstate System. If the 
program were enlarged, it could not be enlarged overnight. 

Senator Gore. Would you say the tests would begin within a year? 

Mr. Curtiss. I hope so, but of course the State has to secure the 
right-of-way and let the contract, and the contract must then con- 
struct the highway. 

Senator Gore. Then how long will the test run? 

Mr. Curtiss. I believe it will run about a year and a half. But it 
will not have to be completed before some results begin to flow from it.. 

Senator Gore. Do you expect the findings to be sufficiently conclu- 
sive to indicate the adequacy or inadequacy of present construction 
standards? 

61030—55——64 
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Mr. Curtiss. I think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. That brings us to one other question that I asked 
in the letter to the Secretary: Do you have any difficulty with the 
States complying with the standards of the Bureau of Public Roads? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. Do any States exceed your standards? 

Mr. Curtiss. Some States exceed the minimum standards that have 
been prescribed by the Association of State Highway Officials and 
which we accept for Federal-aid. 

I have a statement on standards which I would be glad to read into 
the record or place in the record. 

Senator Gore. We will place it in the record at this point. 

(The statement on standards is as follows :) 


Question 3: Standards and types of construction : 

(a) and (b). Recommended by and acceptable to the Bureau of Public Roads: 
The Bureau of Public Roads in order to avail itself of the experience and judg- 
ment of the foremost highway engineers of the country is guided by recom- 
mendations of various operating committees of the AASHO. Most committees 
have 1 representative for each State and 1 for the Bureau. Standards adopted 
by these committees are first approved by the committee on standards, made up 
of the chairmen of all committees, then by the executive committee and then 
Ziven final approval or disapproval by a letter ballot with the States, the D strict 
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and the Bureau of Public Roads, each having 
1 vote. The Bureau of Public Roads accepts AASHO approved standards for 
use on highways in which Federal aid participates in the cost. 

Because of the demands, both present and future, for adequate design stand- 
ards to provide fer the potentially large increase in motor traffic, one of the most 
active AASHO committees is that on planning and design policies. This com- 
mittee is composed of administrative engineering officials of 20 States in addi- 
tion to a bureau representative who is a nonvoting secretary. The purpose 
behind the establishment of the committee is in a major sense the formulation 
of administrative policies looking toward the incorporation in practice of the 
design features which will give us the maximum degree of safety and utility. 

Attached is copy of Geometric Designs Standards for the National System of 
Interstate Highways as approved by this committee on March 14, 1955. This is 
now being processed for balloting by the entire State membership and when ap- 
proved by a majority vote,at will become an association policy. The Bureau of 
Public Roads is willing to accept this policy since it prescribes minimum stand- 
ards and is sufficiently flexible to meet the varied conditions encountered through- 
out the country. 

Other policies previously adopted show minimum and desirable standards for 
the primary and secondary systems. Copies of these are attached. 

(c) Legislation needed to assist the Bureau in obtaining compliance with such 
standards: Prior to this year, 35 States had passed legislation dealing with con- 
trolled access authority. In about half of these States the laws are very complete ; 
in the other half amendments are desirable. In many of the other States bills 
are now pending which deal with controlled access, and we have been informed 
that in three of the States these bills have recently been passed. In two States, 
under the decisions of their supreme courts, no legislation is necessary to per- 
mit the acquisition of rights to controlled access. 

The economic benefits, safety, and public acceptance of access control are so 
well established that it seems highly desirable to insure control of access, par- 
ticularly on the National System of Interstate Highways, by Federal legislation 
requiring access control on all Interstate Highways and by legislation similar to 
that included in section 208 of S. 1160, 84th Congress. This would eliminate long 
and costly relays in the acquisition of rights-of-way with control of access, oc- 
easioned by inal technicalities and lack of adequate statutory authority. 


Mr. Curtiss. I would say in general we work with the States through 
the committees of the American Association of State Highway Offi- 
cials. On these committees usually there is representation from every 
State. They have developed in that way, through these committees, 








NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM LOO7 


standards that are acceptable to the Bureau and represent standards 
that are adequate as nearly as those in responsible charge of the work 
can determine for our present requirements. This is A Policy on Geo- 
metric Design on Rural Highways, a most comprehensive publication. 
This was published by the American Association of State Highway 
Officials in 1954. I would be glad to leave a copy of this for the com 
mittee staff. 

Senator Gore. That may be filed with the committee. 

(Thereupon, the publication, A Policy on Geometric Design on 
Rural Highways, was filed with the committee. ) 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, the present Interstate System is limited 
to 40,000 miles. What is the position of the Department of Commerce 
as to this limitation of mileage? Does the Department recommend 
or object to increasing that mileage ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. I have cleared this statement with the Under Secre- 
tary for Transportation. 

Senator Gore. Will you read that ? 

Mr. Curtiss (reading) : 

It is the position of the Department that the legal limitation of 40,000 miles 
total extent of the Interstate System should not be increased at this time. 

Senator Gore. Des the Department have reasons for making that 
recommendation ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Could I answer that in connection with the next ques- 
tion that you ask in that same category ¢ 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Mr. Curtiss. One of the questions was the most recent studies with 
respect to the mileage. The most detailed study was covered in the 
report Interregional Highways published as House Document 379, 
78th Congress, 2d session, in 1944. This study was supplemented by 
the additional consideration connected with the designation of the 
Interstate System in 1947. 

A further study covered in the report Highway Needs of the Na 
tional Defense published as House Document 249, 8lst Congress, Ist 
session, in June 1949, disclosed no reasons for increasing the mileage. 

Senator Gore. I would like to interject there an inquiry about the 
proposed interstate connection between Denver and Salt Lake City. 

I promised those appearing in behalf of that designation to inquire 
of you why it had not been designated, and what the prospects were. 

Mr. Curtiss. I think I explained this morning why it had not been 
designated. When the Interstate System was being selected, follow- 
ing ‘the passage of the 1944 act, Colorado wished to include a route 
extending westerly from Denver. Some question was raised at the 
time as to the justification for a route constructed to Interstate stand- 
paps through the very mountainous, rugged area west of Denver. But 

4 primary reason for not giving favorable consideration to such 
route was that the State of Utah at that time was not interested in a 
connection into Utah and there never was a joint request from the two 
States for the route. 

So the connection between Denver and Salt Lake City goes north 
to Cheyenne and then west through Wyoming. This connection is 
not too many miles longer than one west through Colorado. 

I think that when the request—and I am sure one will be submitted 
now, jointly by the two States—when we receive that it will be con- 
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sidered along with the request for the circumferential and radial urban 
routes that the mileage was reserved for, and we will have the advice 
of the Military Establishment on those routes, along with the Denver- 
Salt Lake route. 

Senator Gore. If you designated the Denver-Salt Lake route as 
interstate, that would require a lessening of the amount reserved for 
metropolitan areas / 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. 

Senator Gore. And you would have to measure the approval of the 
consideration of that application alongside the application of the 
municipal request ¢ 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir, and I would feel that the national defense 
aspects would be important because transcontinental travel can be 
taken care of through the presently designated routes. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Curtiss, that answers the questions that I par- 
ticularly had in mind as a summary and conclusion of these hearings. 
I would be glad to hear any additional summary statement you would 
care to make. 

Mr. Curriss. There were two other questions in your letter which 
I can answer rather quickly. One had to do with the question of 
transferability of funds between different categories. 

We would support the recommendations that have been made by 
the State highway departments for some years for as much as 25 per- 
cent. The present law is 10. 

There was another question: What has been the experience of the 
Department in the administration of the antifraud provisions of the 
1954 act? 

The answer to that is that there have been no cases that have come 
to our attention. 

Senator Gore. You have required the submission of affidavits? 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. The law is being carried out in that respect. 

Senator Gore. Does the Bureau feel that this has had a salutary 
effect ? 

Mr. Curtiss. I think any law of that kind has a salutary effect. 
But I do not know that I am in a position to say more. There have 
been previous Federal antifraud statutes that perhaps would not have 
as direct application as this but which would have disclosed instances 
of fraud. 

Senator Gore. Do you know of any reluctance on the part of any 
successful bidder to comply with this provision ? 

Mr. Curtiss. No, sir. Of course there is often criticism of acm 
work required by the Federal Government. But I do not think there 
has been any real objection to it. If there has been it has not come to 
my attention. 

Senator Gore. By administrative interpretation you did not acquire 
this test, this requirement to the secondary roads ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Not the secondary roads, Mr. Chairman, in those 
States that are operating under the so-called secondary road plan 
under which the State highway departments take over the major 
responsibility for the secondary road projects. In such States, under 
the law which permits the Secretary to discharge his responsibility by 
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accepting a certificate from the State, the standards of the States have 
been followed. 

Senator Gore. Would it be advisable to have the same provision with 
its same salutary effects applied to all highway contracts in which the 
(;overnment contributes as much as 50 percent ‘ 

Mr. Curtiss. I can see no objection to that being done. We inter- 
preted the intent of Congress with respect to the secondary road plan 
to be, to the extent permitted by the ae itself, that the Bureau was 
to accept the certificate of the State as to the procedures under which 
the secondary road projects were constructed. 

We do have to ascertain that they have actually expended the money ; 
that the projects are on the secondary system. We accomplish that 
initially through the programing procedure and then a final inspection 
of the construction ; and that the costs are reasonable. But there was, 
you may recall, quite a bit of questioning on whether we were really 
going to relinquish any of our authority under that plan. Before the 
committee we insisted that we would if it were enacted into law, and 
we have tried to do that. 

Thirty States are now operating under that plan. 

Senator Gore. A recommendation has been made to the committee 
that the Davis-Bacon wage standards are required under this pro- 
gram. Were you aware of that? 

Mr. Curtiss. We have reported on a bill to that effect. We made 
an adverse report. We would be rather opposed to that, in fact, 
quite strongly opposed. Many of the States have fair wage laws. 
Of course our Federal-aid legislation requires that we operate—that 
the States be permitted to operate on the Federal-aid program under 
their State laws. 

Senator Gore. Did you make the report on such a bill to this 
committee ? 

Mr. Curtiss. Idonot think so. It wasona House bill. 

Senator Gore. You have answered, in any event, the position of the 
Department. 

Mr. Curtiss, do you have some additional statement? If you do 
the committee will be glad to hear it. 

Mr. Curtiss. At one of my earlier appearances you asked me for 
information relative to the ability of the States to match funds. 

Senator Gore. Yes; I had overlooked that. 

Mr. Curtiss. I inserted a statement at that time, as I recall it, that 
we thought that about half of the States would have difficulty with 
their current revenues in meeting the requirements of S. 1048; that 
we were not in a position to provide data by States, and that the 
Secretary of the American Association of State Highway Officials 
was canvassing the State highway departments and would have the 
information. 

This morning Mr. Johnson handed me this tabulation which I will 
be glad to submit for your information and for the record, if you wish. 

Senator Gore. Without objection it will be printed at this point in 
the record. 
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(The tabulation referred to above is as follows :) 


Tabulation showing States’ ability to match 


Administration Gore bill Case bill 
bill (S. 1160) (S. 1048) (S. 1573) 


Yes No 


Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine sagadh 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota_.- 
Ohio 
Oklahoma. 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico__--- 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
‘Tennessee 
Texas_. 

Utah 
Vermont... 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming_-. 


nA 


AKAAKAK AAA 
Aw 


te 
Ann. wx 
* 


eae 
~ A 

bd: | 
MS 4 4 


bd AD 
AAKAAKA 
“Mh 


‘at 
xX 
xX 


wa 
As 


A: 


(SAS AKA 


tere A AIAIA! DADA 
| ' 
| > 


Total 3_- 


12 years only. 

2 Until 1960. y , ; eh xm an 

3 Hawaii, Kentucky, and New Jersey missing as of April 15, 1955. No copy of California, reply; it was a 
telegram. 


Source: American Association of State Highway Officials, Washington, D.C. 


Senator Gore. At this point in the record, without objection, there 
will be printed the letter and the telegram which I addressed to the 
governors of our various States, and their replies. 

(The documents above referred to are as follows :) 
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WasHINGTON, D. C 
Gov. JAMES E. FoLsom, 
Governor of Alabama, Montgomery, Ala.: 
Senate bill 1048 which I have introduced proposes to increase Federal annual 
funds for secondary roads from the present $210 million to $325 million; for 


primary roads from the present $315 million to $500 million; for urban roads 
from the present $175 million to $275 million. This to remain on a 50-50 match 
ing basis between Federal and State Governments. It also increases funds avail 
able for the interstate roads from $175 million to $500 million per annum, This, 
however, is to be on a two-thirds to one-third matching basis 

The committee is also considering the Clay committee report. This report 
recommends greatly increased Federal expenditures on the interstate roads but 
also recommends that the States and local governments spend within the next 
10 years $29 billion more than their present level of expenditures to bring all 
roads and streets other than Interstate System up to required standards. Meas 
sured by the present Federal-State apportionment standard, your State's part 
of this additional 10-year expenditure over and above present levels would be 
very substantial. 

A portion of the Clay report is embodied in Senate bill 1160. It provides no 
increase in Federal funds for primary, farm-to-market, or urban projects but 
does propose $25-billion Federal expenditures for the Interstate System for expen 
diture in 10 years with the States required to supply matching funds only to the 
extent required under interstate authorization contained in Federal Aid High- 
way Act of 1954. 

The Senate subcommmittee has instructed me to invite submission of the 
views of the governors with respect to the ability and present inclination of 
their respective States to raise the additional funds to match and implement pro 
posals now before it. The subcommittee will appreciate submission of your views 
for its consideration. 

ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Senate Public Works Com 
mittee. 


STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Little Rock, April 19, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Senate Public Worl:s Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR GorRE: I have been following with interest the proceedings in 
Congress relating to the construction of State highways. As a former highway 
commissioner and highway director, I have had a great deal of experience in 
this field. 

I strongly feel that the Federal Government should aid a creat deal more in 
the construction and improvement of State highways. In the matter of inter 
tate roads traversing the Nation, the Federal Government would do well to bear 
all the cost of construction, save perhaps the acquisition of rights-of-way. At 
least the Federal authorities should bear a proportion of cost of 75 percent to 
25 percent as the part required of the States. 

On other roads of lesser importance to the Nation, the present 50—50 ratio I 
feel is equitable and fair. However, the amount of Federal funds in this field 
of construction could be materially increased with great benefit to the individual 
States and to the Nation asa whole. 

Very truly yours, 
OrvVAL E. Faurus, Governor. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Sacramento, Calif... Mareh 9, 1955 
DEAR SENATOR GORE: I wish to acknowledge your telegram of March 8 to 
Governor Knight, relative to your Senate bill 1048. 
Your wire will be called to the Governor's attention at the first opportunity 
Sincerely, 
JAMES WELSH, 
Personal Legal Counsel, 
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[Telegram } 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., March 28, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads: 


Your telegram March 8 concerning Senate bills 1048, 1160, and other measures 
re highway program is acknowledged. California is now collecting sufficient 
highway revenue to permit matching of Federal funds under any of the plans 
being discussed. Some changes in our State laws might be required as to appor- 
tionments among various areas of the State. Intensive study now being made 
by both the California Legislature and my administration of the entire field with 
particular regard to effect on California of various proposals. It is hoped recom- 
mendations can be made in the near future. 

Cordially, 
GOODWIN J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California. 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Hartford, March 15, 8955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR: In answer to your inquiry of recent date, this is to advise that 
as far as the State of Connecticut.is concerned, we prefer S. 1160 to S, 1048. 
Sincerely, 
ABE Risicorr, Governor. 


Marcu 21, 1955. 


Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, 
Governor of Connecticut, Hartford, Conn. 
Dear ABE: In the telegram which I addressed to you on March 7 on behalf 
of the Roads Subcommittee, I inquired specifically as to the ability and present 


inclination of Connecticut to raise the additional funds to match and implement 
S. 1048 and S. 1160. At that time I was unable to supply you with an official 
estimate of the amount which Connecticut and local governmental units within 
the State would be expected to spend on highways during the next 10 years by 
the Clay report. I now have that estimate. It is $1,398,000,000. 

In view of the specific information now available with respect to the Clay 
plan, the committee would appreciate it if you would be so kind as to advise us of 
the ability and present inclination of the State of Connecticut to raise funds to 
match the additional funds provided in S. 1048 or to implement the plan pro- 
posed in the report of Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

As you must know, we are earnestly trying to develop a sound program and 
the information here requested will be very helpful. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT GORE. 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Hartford, March 24, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear AL: Thank you for your letter of March 21. I am turning your letter 
over to the State highway commissioner for answers to the questions you have 
asked. 

Sincerely, 
[Signed] Abe. 
[Typed] ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, Governor. 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
STate HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Hartford 15, Conn., March 30, 1955 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR GorE: Because the questions which you have raised directly 
affect the highway department, your letter of March 21, 1955, to Governor 
Ribicoff has been referred to me. 

It is believed that an expanded highway program is essential in the interest 
of safer and more economical transportation, civil defense, and the economic 
development of the entire Nation. 

The chief interest of the Federal Government is in the improvement of the 
Interstate System and therefore the Federal Government should bear a greater 
share of the cost of improving this system of highways than it has in the past. 
However, it is recognized that the individual States and local communities will 
be benefited substantially by the improvement of this system and therefore should 
contribute to the cost of the program. 

Connecticut favors an expanded program of federally financed interstate high 
way construction which will make available to the State the largest possible 
Federal grant obtainable within the ability of the State to furnish its share 
of matching funds without the necessity of reducing its program of other high- 
way improvements or increasing current taxes. 

It is also desirable that the Federal Government continue the Federal-aid pro- 
gram, other than that for the Interstate System, substantially as constituted 
under the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1954. 

Connecticut would not be able to match with present revenue the Federal-aid 
funds to be apportioned under S. 1048, but could meet the matching requirements 
set forth under 8S. 1160. 

It is our understanding of S. 1160 that Connecticut's matching requirement 
would be approximately $61 million over the 10-year period. It is realized that 
this $61 million would not be the total required to construct Connecticut's needed 
highway improvements and additional State and local funds will be necessary 
to finance the program. 

Connecticut’s general assembly is currently considering the budget for the 
next biennium together with legislation proposed for financing improvements to 
the highway system. Pending determination of such financial legislation, it is 
not possible to indicate the availability of funds to implement an accelerated 
highway program in Connecticut. 

Because of Senator Bush’s interest in this Federal highway legislation, I am 
taking the liberty of sending a copy of this letter to him. 

Very truly yours, 
NEWMAN FP. ARGRAVES, 
State Highway Commissioner. 


STATE OF DELAWARE, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Dover, March 9, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My DeraAR SENATOR GORE: In reply to your telegram request concerning the 
highway bill now pending before the Congress, I wish to endorse President 
tisenhower’s highway recommendations as spelled out in more detail by the Clay 
committee report. It appears to me that President Eisenhower’s recommenda- 
tions fully visualize the importance and need of the interstate comprehensive 
road program and also by such program more adequately permit the States to 
meet their local road requirements. 

It is my belief that the State of Delaware has the ability and present inclina- 
tion to meet this problem in matching funds and implementing legislation neces- 
sary to carry out an overall adequate far-reaching highway-improvement pro- 
gram. 

In fact, our present planning and long-range proposal before the general as- 
sembly of the State recognize the need and the ability of our State to meet this 
need in cooperation with the Federal Government. 

For your information, I am enclosing a copy of the plan for Delaware highways 
which has been submitted to the general assembly. 

Again, I want to strongly endorse President Eisenhower’s recommendations 
as covered by the Clay study and report. 

Sincerely yours, J. CALEB BoceGs, Governor. 
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[Telegram ] 


TALLAHASSEE, FLA., March 18, 19565. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE : 

Reference your telegram Florida needs accelerated highway-construction pro- 
gram but needs are most pressing in interstate, primary, and urban systems. 
Due to present unfavorable fiscal position created by liabilities incurred last 
year in excess of State revenues we would be unable to match increased Federal 
funds that may be made available this year. However, we will take the fullest 
possible advantage of any program enacted by the Congress. Our observation 
in Florida and other Southern States indicates Federal Government should take 
prime responsibility for construction of Interstate System with States assuming 
prime responsibility for secondary system. Such development of the Interstate 
System will give impetus to expanding industrialization of the South and would 
particularly benefit Florida. 

LeRoy CoLLins, Governor, State of Florida. 


MARCH 21, 1955, 

DEAR GOVERNOR COLLINS: In the telegram which I addressed to you on March 
7 on behalf of the Roads Subcommittee, I inquired specifically as te “the ability 
and present inclination” of Florida to “raise the additional funds to match and 
implement” S. 1048 and 8. 1160. At that time I was unable to supply you with 
an official estimate of the amount which Florida and local governmental units 
within the State would be expected to spend on highways during the next 10 
years by the Clay report. I now have that estimate. It is $1,391,584,000. 

In view of the specific information now available with respect to the Clay plan, 
the committee would appreciate it if you would be so kind as to advise us of the 
ability and present inclination of the State of Florida to raise funds to match 
the additional funds provided in S. 1048 or to implement the plan proposed in 
the report of Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

As you must know, we are earnestly trying to develop a sound program and 
the information here requested will be very helpful. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT GORE. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Tallahassee, April 11, 1955. 

DEAR SENATOR GORE: I regret my delay in replying to your letter of March 21, 
but the Florida Legislature convened on Tuesday of last week and for some time 
prior to that I was, of course, engaged in the preparation of my message. 

I am pleased to have the additional information you supplied with reference 
to the amount which Florida and local governmental units within the State 
could expect under the Clay report. I am calling your letter to the attention of 
the chairman of our State road department, Hon. Wilbur E. Jones, and trust he 
will be able to supply facts regarding Florida’s position beyond those outlined 
in my telegram of March 18. 

With appreciation for your continued interest, and warmest personal regards, 
I am 

Sincérely, 
LERoy CoLuins, Governor. 


STATE ROAD DEPARTMENT OF FLORIDA, 
Tallahassee, April 13, 1955. 

DEAR SENATOR GoRE: Hon. LeRoy Collins, Governor, has directed my atten- 
tion to your letter of March 21 requesting information on Florida’s ability to 
match and to implement Federal-aid funds under the provisions of S. 1048 and 
S. 1160. 

We have made an estimate of our revenue for the fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 
This forecast indicates that approximately $16 million annually will be available 
to implement or match a Federal-aid program. 

It is our understanding that under bill S. 1160 Florida would be required to 
put up $11.8 million annually in matching funds, and under bill S. 1048 
the requirement would be $22.5 million annually. Therefore, in reply to your 
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question pertaining to Florida’s ability to meet the Federal requirement for 
matching funds under the proposed bil! S. 1048, our reply is necessarily in the 
negative. This is particularly true in view of the fact that we do not expect to 
be provided with any increased rates or new sources of continuing State rev 
enues for highway construction. 
Sincerely, 
Wiizeur E. Jones, Chairman 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
itlanta, March 16, 1955 

My Dear Senator: Thank you for your telegram of the Sth inviting my com- 
ment with respect to the ability and present inclination of the State of Georgia 
to raise additional funds to match and implement proposed Federal highway 
legislation now pending before your committee. 

I believe that the people of Georgia want this administration to go just as far 
as possible and practical within the scope of our resources in matching all 
Federal highway funds to improve our primary road system. We shall exert 
every effort to see that no matching Federal funds are left unused. 

With kind personal regards and best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
MARVIN GRIFFIN, Governor 


{Telegram ] 


SPRINGFIELD, Ivi., March 9, 1955 
Hon. ALBERT GORE: 

Gov. William G. Stratton has discussed with me your telegram requesting his 
views concerning Senate bill 1048 and Senate bill 1160, and has instructed me to 
give you his reply as follows: 

[llinois will not be able to provide matching funds required in Senate bill 
1048, from current State revenues. We believe that the general provisions 
incorporated in Senate bill 1160 recommending greatly increased eXpenditures on 
the interstate roads are most desirable. These additional funds for the Inter- 


state System supplementing our normal construction program which in 1954 
amounted to $98 million, plus positive plans for the immediate construction of 
a $400 million toll-road system will within the 10-year period solve our highway 
deficiency problem. 


R. R. BARTELSMEYER, 
Chief Highway Engineer, IUinois Division of Highways. 


{Telegram ] 


Drs Moines, Iowa, March 21, 1955 
Senator ALBERT GORE: 

The additional Federal funds proposed for the primary, urban, and secondary 
systems under Senate bill 1048 could be used to advantage by Iowa. Additional 
State funds to match the proposed Federal increases will be necessary if we are 
to maintain our planned accelerated road program. 

lowa has 4,523 miles of obsolete 18-foot wide pavement, 1,456 miles of gravel 
surfacing, 228 miles of low-type oil surfacing, and approximately 1,000 bridges 
that are a traffic hazard, on the Federal primary system. The Federal primary 
system carries 65 percent of Iowa's traffic. Until the obsolescence of the Federal 
primary system is corrected, I cannot justify expending $5,065,000 per year of 
State funds, as proposed under Senate file 1048, to build high-type highways on 
the 700 miles of interstate roads in Iowa that carry only 10 percent of Lowa’s 
traffic. 

I consider construction of the Interstate System a national responsibility which 
should be largely financed by the Federal Government. I expect a toll road to be 
constructed across our State at an estimated cost of $180 million. I am anxious 
to receive for Iowa’s roads the reimbursement provided under section 207 of 
H. R. 4261. This reimbursement would stimulate construction of our primary, 
urban, and secondary systems. 

Summarizing: I favor H. R. 4261 for financing a large part of construction of 
the Interstate System, but recommend that it be amended to provide additional 
funds for the other three systems. 

Leo A. Horen, 


Governor of Iowa. 
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[Telegram] 


Topeka, KANS., March 14, 1955, 
Hon. ALBERT GORE: 

Please forgive my delay in answering your telegram of March & in regard to 
the State of Kansas on highway proposals before Congress. I am most anxious 
to cooperate with the subcommittee on this matter, but due to the press of legisla- 
tive business I have been unable to do so. I shall send you these views as soon as 
possible. 

Frep HALL, Governor of Kansas. 


[Telegram ] 


Baton Rovueg, La., Warch 15, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE: 

Reference telegram March 8 have given considerable study to your bill which 
shows a very thorough understanding of problems confronting highway depart 
ments in several States. Your bill while an improvement would not, in my belief. 
result in materially increased construction in many States especially on the 
National System. Our Interstate System requires immediate attention ani 
adequate construction thereon will not result except in accordance with plans 
of Governors’ Conference wherein Federal Government should take primar) 
financial responsibility for this National System. Unless such course is followed 
will be unable to complete Interstate System in foreseeable future to necessar) 
highway standards. The Governors believe there is urgent strategic and eco- 
nomic necessity for completion of the transcontinental trunklines and national 
roads included in the Interstate System. Please express my thanks to your 
committee. 

Rosert F. KENNON, Governor of Louisiana. 


MARCH 21, 1955. 
Hon. Ropert F. KENNON, 


Governor of Louisiana, Baton Rouge, La. 


DEAR GOVERNOR KENNON: In the telegram which I addressed to you on March 
7 on behalf of the Roads Subcommittee, I inquired specifically as to “the ability 
and present inclination” of Louisiana to “raise the additional funds to match 
and implement” S. 1048 and 8S. 1160. At that time I was unable to supply you 
with an official estimate of the amount which Louisiana and local governmental 
units within the State would be expected to spend on highways during the next 
10 years by the Clap report. I now have that estimate. It is $929,216,000. 

In view of the specific information now available with respect to the Clay plan, 
the committee would appreciate it if you would be so kind as to advise us of 
the ability and present inclination of the State of Louisiana to raise funds to 
match the additional funds provided in 8. 1048 or to implement the plan proposed 
in the report of Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

As you must know, we are earnestly trying to develop a sound program and 
the information here requested will be very helpful. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT GORE. 


STATE OF LOUISIANA, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Baton Rouge, April 15, 1955. 

Hon. ALBERT GORE, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR GORE: Reference is made to your letter of March 21, 1955, re- 
questing advice as to the ability and present inclination of the State of Louisi- 
ana to raise funds to match the additional funds provided in 8. 1048 or to imple- 
ment the plan proposed in S. 1160. 

After maintenance expense, interest and bond redemption, and other recur- 
ring expenses are deducted from the recurring revenues available to the de- 
partment of highways, a balance of approximately $10 million remains annually 
for construction on State and Federal systems. The department has a large 
bonded debt and approximately $10 million annually will be required for the next 
10 years to service same. Louisiana has a 7-cent-per-gallon gasoline tax, which 
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is equalled by 4 states, but exceeded by none. In the past war years the legisla 
sure has provided the department an average of more than $20 million per year 
by special appropriations of non-highway-user revenues. These appropriations 
have provided funds for matching Federal aid and construction on non-Federal 
aid highways. 

A special session of the legislature in January appropriated $50 million from 
the State general fund from non-highway-user tax sources for highway purposes 
for use in the 2 fiscal years 1954-55 and 1955-56. 

With an existing 7-cent gasoline tax in Louisiana, it is doubtful that the elec- 
rorate would support any increase in this tax. 

In summary, the State cannot under the present tax structure meet the require 
ments of S. 1048, but can implement 8S. 1160. In past years the legislature has 
made large appropriations from the State general fund for highways. To date 
the State has never failed to match its Federal-aid apportionment. It is my firm 
belief that Louisiana has the ability to match the additional funds proposed 
under S. 1048, but the final decision of increasing the present tax rate rests 
with the electorate of the State. 

To obtain an increase in taxes by constitutional amendment would entail delay 
of approximately 2 years. The urgency of the improvement of the Interstate 
System makes it mandatory that the Federal Government participate along the 
lines of S. 1160. 

We therefore favor S. 1160 because we can meet its requirements under our 
existing tax structure, and because it places added emphasis on the Interstate 
System and its early completion is so essential to the defense and economy of 
this State and our country. 

Sincerely, 
Ropert F. KENNON. 


STATE OF MAINE, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Augusta, March 28, 1955. 

DeAR SENATOR GORE: This is in response to your inquiry relative to Maine's 
highway needs and Maine's ability to raise the additional funds fo match and 
implement various proposals now before your committee. 

The State of Maine is a comparatively large State from a geographical stand- 
point. For this reason it has many miles of road. The following table indicates 
the number of miles of road and the systems in which it is located in this 
State: 


Number 

Type of highway : of miles 
ed auc esenuebieverenes onan 7 ; . 38,165 
State-aid highways 17 978 
Town ways (including third class) __.__._______________ seaiaipes eds 


Total mileage 20, 149 


16,808 miles improved State-aid highway and 1,170 unimproved. 
NoTe.—Above mileages as of Mar. 1, 1954. 


Federal systems 


Number 


Type of system : of miles 


Primary: 


Total primary and secondary 


Notre.—445 miles of State highway are not on either the Federal primary 
systems. : 


or secondary 
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The State has the full responsibility for the reconstruction of all State high- 
ways (3,165 miles) and all secondary roads known as State-aid highway on the 
Federal secondary system (1,160 miles, or a total for which the State is responsi- 
ble of 4,325 miles). 

Maine has found it difficult to match Federal funds now available. In order 
to do so, the State gasoline tax was increased to 6 cents in 1947 and in 1951 
a substantial bond issue was authorized. The proceeds of this bond issue will 
be used up on July 1, 1957, and thereafter we will again have a problem of 
matching Federal funds even if the Federal program is not increased above 
the present level. The legislature is now considering another increase in the 
gasoline tax and another bond issue for this purpose. In the light of these dif- 
ficulties, if Federal matching funds are increased to the level reconmended in 
your proposal, there is considerable doubt that we could find the necessary 
State funds. 

Because of these considerations, the administration bill, as contrasted to the 
Clay report, would appear to fit our needs more closely. As I understand it, it 
would provide more Federal dollars and require a lower level of State match- 
ing funds than the present program. 

You will note that the State shares responsibility with our municipalities for 
the construction and maintenance of thousands of miles of road for which Fed- 
eral matching funds are not available. These are our farm-to-market roads 
and as such they are tremendously important to our economy. We would be 
interested in any Federal program which would relieve the burden on the State 
in connection with construction on the Federal system inasmuch as State funds 


would then be available to a greater extent for use on these farm-to-market 
roads. 


With all good wishes, I am 
Sincerely yours, EDMUND S. MUSKIE. 


[Telegram] 


Boston, Mass., March 17, 1955. 
Senator GORE, 

Regards telegram pertaining to Senate bill 1048 and Clay committee report, 
please be advised that Massachusetts strongly favors the program proposed by 
the Clay committee. 

Our major problems are in the urban areas on routes which are or can be on 
the Interstate System. The proposed arrangements for financing the inter- 
state route improvements in urban areas is especially appealing to us. 

As regards no increase in Federal-aid primary of farm-to-market funds, this 
does not concern us greatly. In the last 4 years, we have raised $550 million 
by bond issues which has been used for improvements both in the urban and 
rural areas. 

The proposed appropriations for the Interstate System by the Clay committee 
will allow us to continue our large urban program while at the same time use 
more of our own funds on the primary system and farm-to-market roads with 
the continuing Federal aid to be provided. 

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER, 
Governor, Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


MarcH 21, 1955. 
Hon. CHRISTIAN A. HERTER 
Governor of Massachusetts, Boston, Mass. 


DEAR Curis: In the telegram which I addressed to you on March 7 on behalf 
of the roads subcommittee, I inquired specifically as to the ability and present 
inclination of Massachusetts to raise the additional funds to match and implement 
S. 1048 and S. 1160. At that time I was unable to supply you with an official 
estimate of the amount which Massachusetts and local governmental units within 
the State would be expected to spend on highways during the next 10 years by 
the Clay report. I now have thatestimate. It is $1,444,669,000. 

In view of the specific information now available with respect to the Clay 
plan, the committee would appreciate it if you would be so kind as to advise 

-us of the ability and present inclination of the State of Massachusetts to raise 
funds to match the additional funds provided in S. 1048: or to implement the 
plan proposed in the report of Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

As you must know, we are earnestly trying to develop a sound program and 
the information here requested will be very helpful. 

Sincerely, ALBERT GORE. 
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUETTS, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMEN' 
Statehouse, Boston, March 24, 19 

Dear ALBERT: Your request of March 21 for further figures in connection with 
your bill and the Clay report has been received. 

I am sending the letter on to Commissioner Volpe of our department of 
public works as he is far better qualified to give you the exact information which 
you desire. 

With kindest regards, 

Most sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Chris 
(Typed) CuHristTian A. Herrer, Governor 


THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUETTS, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Statehouse, Boston, April 6, 19565 

Dear AL.: Thanks for your letter of March 21,1955. Relative to our ability and 
inclination to match the additional Federal funds which would be made available 
by Senate bill 1048 (Gore bill) or Senate bill 1160, as proposed by the Clay 
report, please be advised as follows : 

Under the current 1954 Federal-air Highway Act, we now receive $16.3 million 
and are required to match it with $15.1 million. 

In analyzing the bills now being considered, we arrive at the following figures 
for Massachusetts as an annual program: 


Federal st rota! 


Millions Villions Millicns 
$30. 4 $25. 2 $55. 6 


S. 1048 
Ss. 1160 OR. 6 11.0 109.6 


The approval of S. 1160 would greatly assist us in completing a program which 
is already well advanced for the improvement of our major highways and streets 
throughout the Commonwealth, i. e., in both rural and urban areas, and we, 
therefore, greatly favor the passage of this bill. 

Please be assured that Massachusetts can and will match any additional funds 
which either of these bills will require. 

You have indicated a figure of $1,444,669,000 that would be required of Massa 
chusetts and local governmental units as matching funds and cost of construc- 
tion it would have to undertake with its own resources over the next ten years. 
It is not our interpretation of the administration bill that the funds made avail- 
able to our State under the Interstate System and on the other federal-aid sys 
tems would be contingent upon the completion of our overall needs within the 
10-year period. 

It is to be hoped, of course, that through the example set on the Interstate Sys- 
tem that our own other needs, as well as the programs of the cities and towns 
will be accelerated to the end that a substantial part of our total job will be com- 
pleted within a 10-year yeriod. 

At any rate, we believe that the Interstate System is the essential part of the 
program that must be compelted, and Massachusetts is prepared and willing to 
match this program or any other program within reasonable limits. 

With warmest personal regards. 

AS ever, 
(Signed) CHRrIs, 
(Typed) Cristian A. HERTER, 
Governor. 
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STATE OF MISSISSIPPI, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Jackson, March 9, 1955. 
Dear SENATOR: In regard to the bill introduced by you in the Senate, copy of 
which you have kindly sent to me, I am pleased to advise that I instructed our 
highway department to analyze and send their report to me. A copy of their re- 
port of March 8 has been sent to you which analyzes both Senate bill 1048 and 
Senate bill 1160. 
If there is any further information you wish, please advise me. 
With best wishes, I am, 
Sincerely, 
Huen WHITE, Governor. 


MISSISSIPPI STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Jackson, March 8, 1955. 
DEAR SENATOR GorE: We are forwarding you a copy of a report to our Governor, 
as requested by him. 
Yours very truly, 
T. C. Rossrins, Director. 


MISSISSIPPI STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Jackson, March 8, 1955. 
Hon. HueH WHITE, 
Governor, State of Mississippi, 
Jackson, Miss. 


DEAR GOVERNOR: Pursuant to your request of February 26, we have attempted 
to analyze Senate bill 1048 as introduced by Senator Gore, and Senate bill 1160 
as introduced by Senators Martin, Chavez, and Case. ~ 

Senate bill 1048 would bring to Mississippi in Federal grants-in-aid the amounts 
listed here, with required State matching funds set opposite each : 


System Federal State 


i 
UN SSO Ea nik eedct bead J iecdi aie bane tea $8, 984, 000 | 
Secondary - Anke PRR ARCne ee buietealnte aticn ie setae bbe & ; 7, 296, 000 
Less to counties-__-_- : : ieciniebs + abik 3, 648, 000 | 
Urban... 7 pleated antiadar lade tedious 1, 509, 000 | 
Interstate ; : Lew 7, 889, 000 | 





Senate bill 1160 would bring to Mississippi in Federal grants-in-aid amounts 
listed here, with State matching-fund requirement set opposite each: 


Federal State 


Primary __- a octet ug tied hemen CoUbet DINED 2 $5,645,528 | $5, 645, 528 
Secondary --- moa das : Silibs oh 4, 702, 660 | 


Less 44 to counties.............-..-.------- ; = ; 2, 351, 330 | , 351, 
Urban....- weil 410, 482 | 410, 482 
Interstate (amount to be determined by relative need of the various States | 

from approximately $24 billion per year, with final authority for distribu- | 


tion to States resting in the authority of a corporate body of 5) _. 


| 1,836, 044 


There is no formula established in Senate bill 1160; therefore, the amount of 
Federal funds for the Interstate System that would come to Mississippi is inde- 
terminate on any exact basis but, on what would be our best guess at this 
amount, it would run approximately $30 million annually. 

It appears that Senate bill 1048 would almost ideally bring about a uniform 
development of the various highway systems in Mississippi and offer a consid- 
erable acceleration in the rate of bringing our various highway systems up to 
adequacy. It is our belief that any Federal legislation for highways can not 
ideally fit the problems of each State and, in addition, that to achieve an inte- 
grated system of highways that will be of the greatest service to our entire 
county, there must be some control at the national level. 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 1021 


We believe that both of these bills have considerable merit and that with 
elements of each bill incorporated into a bill would result in a program of high 
way development that could be adapted and point toward the objective sought 
by all. 

“ With reference to the corporate body set up in Senate bill 1160, while not pre 
suming to be experts in any manner in finance, we do not see why the accom 
plishment of bond issues if finally determined to be the proper finance method 
could not be handled by the Treasury Department. However this may be, we 
do not think that part of the corporate body is the most objectionable, but we 
think that the authority proposed in this bill should rest more in the Bureau 
of Public Roads, which organization has been tried and proven to be workable 
over many years of great progress in highway development. 

It is our opinion that some formula, if possible, be established so that the 
distribution or. apportionment of funds available to the various States would 
be accomplished in the legislation rather than some body determining the amount 
of money that each State should get from time to time. We realize that the 
establishment of a formula would be difficult, but it is believed that with the 
information that is available it would be possible to make an apportionment 
even though an exact mathematical formula could not be established. This 
method, we believe, would make possible at the State level planning on a more 
long-range basis than would be possible under the method proposed in this bill. 

There is also a provision in this bill that provides that all of the revenue from 
gasoline and fuel taxes in excess of a fixed amount of $622,500,000 annually be 
turned over to the corporate body mentioned in the bill for financing the Inter- 
state System. We believe this is objectionable for the reason that as traffic 
increases on all of the systems there should be an ever-increasing amount of funds 
available for the improvement and replacement of these systems, which would 
be prohibited by this provision. In other words, we believe it would. be much 
better if it is determined that a fixed division of funds for the purpose of financ- 
ing the Interstate System is necessary that it be predicated on a division of the 
income rather than predetermining a fixed figure for either system. If there 
should be a fixed amount for any system, we believe this should be the Interstate 
rather than the other systems which will grow in mileage as well as in intensity 
of traffic. 

We think that the provision for highway legislation on a basis of 5 years, as 
provided in Senate bill 1048, is very desirable and we should like to see it incer- 
porated into any final legislation. 


To try to condense our thinking into a few definite points, we would summarize 
by stating: 


1. We believe that desirable legislation can come from a combination of 
the bills reviewed by more nearly following the provisions in Senate bill 1048 
for the primary and secondary systems, and Senate bill 1160 for the Inter- 
state System. 

2. That if a corporate body is required to provide finances, its authority 
in matters other than the actual providing of funds be not greater than that 
of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

3. That the relationship between the States and the Bureau of Public 
Roads remain on a partnership basis as it has existed. 

4. That the provisions of Senate bill 1160 fixing the amount that can be 
provided for primary and secondary roads be removed and that a division 
of funds be made on a basis that will permit the amounts for these systems 
to increase with increased need. 

5. That the apportionment of funds be fixed in the legislation. 

If there are any other services you would have us render you in connection 
with this legislation, please advise us. 


, Chairman. 

, Commissioner. 
, Commissioner. 
, Director. 


STATE oF MIssovuRr, 
EXEcutTIveE OFFICE, 
Jefferson City, March 28, 1955. 
Dear SENATOR GORE: I have your recent telegram inviting my views with 
respect to the ability and present inclination of our State to raise additional 
funds to match and implement proposals now being considered by the Subcom- 
61030—55——_65 
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mittee on Public Roads. I appreciate your courtesy in asking my opinion in 
this matter. 

I have checked with the Missouri State Highway Commission and find that 
it presently has approximately $42 million available annually for matching 
Federal funds for construction purposes. It is my information that Senate bill 
1048 would provide Missouri with an annual allocation of $44,507,000, and 
would require Missouri to put up matching funds of $37,765,000, which we would 
be able to do out of the $42 million that we have available, with some left over, 
as you can see. 

With Senate bill 1160, which we understand will require 5 percent matching 
basis on Interstate allocation and a 50 percent matching basis on the remainder, 
it is our information that this bill will provide approximately $74 million annu- 
ally for Missouri and require our State to put up $22,404,667 for matching pur- 
poses which, of course, we would have available out of our $42 million, with a 
considerable sum left over. 

It seems to me that each bill is very desirable. However, if the money made 
available for the Interstate System under Senate bill 1160 and the money made 
available for the primary, secondary, and urban system, as provided under Senate 
bill 1048, could be incorporated into 1 bill, it would make it possible to com- 
plete our Interstate System in 10 years, which seems highly desirable and neces- 
sary to me, and at the same time carry on work on the other 3 systems which 
are also highly important. I find that under such an arrangement Missouri 
would receive $85,329,655 ; and, using the 5 percent matching basis on Interstate 
as proposed in Senate bill 1160, it would require Missouri to put up $33,738,332 
to match which, of course, we would have available under our present financing 
program, which provides, as stated above, $42 million annually for matching 
purposes. 

Another feature in Senate bill 1048, which I feel highly desirable but which 
should be increased, is the 10 percent transfer of funds between primary, second- 
ary and urban. I feel that Missouri would be greatly benefited if this transfer 
of funds could be extended to 25 percent. As an example of what I have in 
mind: Our present 10-year program provides for the completion of the secondary 
system in 10 years, which will produce along with what is already built a sys- 
tem of approximately 22,000 or 23,000 miles of secondary roads. We expect to 
improve this system to a desirable standard with an annual expenditure on 
secondary roads of $11,800,000 a year. 

Under Senate bill 1048 in order to match the available Federal funds, we 
would have to spend both Federal and State money, approximately $19,326,000 
a year, which is more than we think is necessary to adequately handle our pro- 
posed secondary program. We believe that this additional money could be better 
used in our State on either the primary or urban system, and thus think that 
this 25 percent transfer of funds is highly desirable. We also know that more 
money is needed in some States on secondary roads than is made available under 
Senate bill 1048; so we highly recommend the 25 percent transfer allowance to 
be made so as to give each State a leeway in adjusting its financial program so 
as to do the most good possible in each State. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
Pui M. DonneELLy, Governor. 


HELENA, Mont., March 22, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Montana State highway revenues derived substantially from 7-cent gasoline 
tax, 9-cent diesel-fuel tax and gross-vehicle-weight tax on trucks, after necessary 
deductions for administration and maintenance cost leaves but $9,500,000 ap- 
proximately for the matching of Federal aid. This is barely sufficient to match 
the allocations to this State under the provisions of the 1954 Federal Aid High- 
way Act. The vehicles license-plate taxes, as well as the property taxes for road 
and bridge construction go to the local governmental units for utilization on 
projects which are not adapted to Federal-aid highway requirements or pro- 
cedures. There is no prospect of any increase being favorably considered here 
which would provide additional State or other local revenues for Federal aid 
highway construction above the State revenues now being received. Conse- 
quently Montana is definitely opposed to any change in the Federa? Aid High- 
way Act which would call for an increase in State matching funds. We favor 
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continuation of the 1954 Federal Aid Highway Act appropriations and matching 
ratios for the primary highway system other than the Interstate System, and 
for the secondary and the urban systems. We further favor such increase in 
the Federal appropriations for the construction of the Interstate System as may 
be necessary to expedite its completion at the earliest practicable date on the 
basis of not less than a 90-percent Federal to a 10-percent State matching ratio. 
J. Hvueo ARONSON, 
Governor, State of Montana, 


[Telegram ] 


CaRSON Crry, Nev., March 8, 1955. 
Nevada would be unable to match Federal funds provided in Senate bill 1048, 
The authorization contained in Senate bill 1160 much more satisfactory but 
believe that Federal matching share for Interstate System should be materially 
increased. , 
CHARLES H. RUSSELL, 
Governor, State of Nevada 


[Telegram ] 
Concorpb, N. H., March 15, 1955. 
In response to your telegram concerning highway legislation I of course sub- 
scribe to the sentiments of the governors’ conference as presented to you by Gov- 
ernors Kennon and Kohler. I believe my statement which you kindly permitted 
me to file with you will adequately cover my personal observations on the sub- 
ject and I of course intended to convey the thought that the program I was 
suggesting would seem to be within the potential ability of the State to match. 


LANE DWINELL, 
Governor of New Hampshire 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Trenton, March 10, 1955. 

DEAR Mr. GorRE: New Jersey has a density of traffic seven times the national 
average. Its highways are utilized as corridors by New England, New York, 
Pennsylvania, and other States. We believe our Federal Interstate System, plus 
pending application for several additional routes to be included under such clas- 
sification, has need of special consideration due to the importance of these ar- 
teries not only to our own State but to the Nation. We had not understood that 
there was to be any change effected in respect to secondary road funds, pri- 
mary or urban funds. These we believed were to remain on a 50-50 matching 
basis between the State and the Federal Government. 

We further understood that the General Clay presentation contemplated the 
withdrawal of present Interstate allocations and in substitution therefor and in 
addition thereto the corporation would provide $27 billion, $3 billion of which 
was to service feeder roads to the Federal Interstate System and $24 billion to 
be allocated to classified Federal Interstate Systems on either a 90-, 95,- or 100- 
percent basis. The importance of the Interstate System to the country as a 
whole and the great need of additional capacity and some new alinements in 
the present Interstate routes in New Jersey imposes an expenditure of such 
magnitude that it would be utterly impossible for the State to go along on 
any program which would impose on the State for such routes a contribution in 
excess of 5 or 10 percent for the total cost incurred. We favor this phase of the 
Clay report as being the only practical and effective means of accomplishing the 
program the essentiality of which is obvious. 


Sincerely yours, 
Rosert B. MEYNER, Governor. 


Maren 21, 1955. 
Hon. Rosert B. MEYNER, 
Governor of New Jersey, Trenton, N. J. 

Dear GOVERNOR MEYNER: In the telegram which I addressed to you on March 7 
on behalf of the Roads Subcommittee, I inquired specifically as to “the ability and 
present inclination” of New Jersey to “raise the additional funds to match and 
implement” 8. 1048 and S. 1160. At that time I was unable to supply you with 
an official estimate of the amount which New Jersey and local governmental 
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units within the State would be expected to spend on highways during the next 
10 years by the Clay report. I now have that estimate. It is $3,037,606,000. 
In view of the specific information now available with respect to the Clay plan, 
the committee would appreciae it if you would be so kind as to advise us of the 
ability and present inclination of the State of New Jersey to raise funds to 
match the additional funds provided in 8S. 1048 or to implement the plan proposed 


in the report of Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 


As you must know, we are earnestly trying to develop a sound program and 


the information here requested will be very helpful. 
Sincerely, 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY, 


ALBERT GORE. 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Trenton, April 4, 1955. 
Dear SENATOR GORE: In order that I might provide you and your associates of 
the Roads Subcommittee with some authentic figures to reflect some of the traffic 


problems my State faces I have had the following compiled. 


A breakdown of traffic counts of river crossings during 1954 between New 
Jersey and New York, and New Jersey and Pennsylvania evidences the great 


need for expanded facilities on interstate routes in New Jersey. 
New York port area: 

(a) George Washington Bridge 

(b) Holland Tunnel 

(c) Lineoln Tunnel 


All New York Port Authority facilities : 
4 bridges, 2 tunnels ((a), (0), (c) included) _-_-do_- 
Vehicles crossing via ferries__..------------~---- do__ 


Total, New Jersey-New York 


Philadelphia port area: 
Delaware River Bridge (Philadelphia-Camden) 
Tacony-Palmyra Bridge 
Burlington-Bristol Bridge 
Chester Ferry (New Jersey-Pennsylvania) 


Total, New Jersey-Philadelphia 


Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission : 
Trenton-Morrisville (new) 
Easton-Phillipsburg (Bushkill Street) 
Portland-Columbia 
Delaware Water Gap 
Milford-Montague 
Trenton-Morrisville (old) 

Calhoun Street 

I cca eee ice cata gee tha ene Rone ree asthe bam tbecaiel do__ 
Washington Crossing 
Lambertville-New Hope 
Stockton 

Point Pleasant 
Frenchtown 

Riegelsville 

Upper Black Eddy-Milford 
East Phillipsburg 
Belvidere 


Total, New Jersey-Delaware River 
Wilmington-Delaware Memorial Bridge 


32, 961, 931 
19, 914, 489 


20, 997, 803 


81, 741, 147 
2, 400, 000 


84, 141, 147 


30, 915, 030 
9, 823, 755 
2, 781, 537 
1, 372, 839 


44, 893, 161 


2, 913, 214 
3, 961, 253 
713, 546 
2, 185, 721 
585, 412 
7, 655, 980 
5, 148, 173 
2, 109, 417 
607, 662 

3, 474, 298 
568, 764 
75, 991 
500, 310 
691, 898 
761, 217 

9, 030, 184 
777, 096 
257, O75 


42, 017, 211 


7, 638, 303 


Total, bridge and tunnel crossings____...____________________ 178, 689, 822 


Annual traffic volume New Jersey-New York State line (ex river 


crossings ) 


Grand total, all crossings 
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Thirteen and five-tenth percent of the vehicles using the Hudson River cross 
ings are trucks and 3.8 percent are buses. Approximately 10 percent of the 
vehicles crossing the Delaware River are trucks, trailers, and buses 

With the present Federal aid on a 60-40 basis, New Jersey is unable to improve 
the interstate routes to meet the standard requirements of the AASHO. The 
volume of traffic using the interstate routes in New Jersey greatly exceeds the 
volume of traffic using any four other State highways. The cost to rebuild our 
Interstate System over a 10-year period is estimated to be $1,331,500,000. It 
is most essential that the Interstate System be modernized and provide adequate 
capacity. 

New Jersey at the present time would be able to match the Federal-aid appor- 
tionment under S. 1160 (Martin bill). New Jersey's estimate share would be 
$11,200,000 a year. Under S. 1048 New Jersey’s share of Federal funds would 
be $57,300,000, $31,300,000 of which would be Federal funds and $26 million a 
year State funds. It would be nigh impossible for New Jersey to provide an 
estimated $26 million a year to meet the requirements of S. 1048 without addi 
tional taxation or bond issues. 

Under S. 1160 New Jersey's share of Federal funds would amount to 
$141,900,000 a vear, with the State contributing $11,200,000, making a total fund 
of $153,100,000 per year for New Jersey. 

You and the other members of the committee may be assured of our apprecia- 
tion of the interest that you are showing in the complexities of our State's traffic 
problem and it is sincerely hoped that you gentlemen will be able to effiectively 
and in the near future work out a program that will meet the Nation’s great 
needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ropert B. MEYNER, Governor. 


[Telegram ] 


SANTA FE, N. Mex., Varch 15, 1956. 
Reference your telegram March 7 inviting views with respect to ability and 
present inclination of States to match and implement Federal-aid proposals now 
before Congress. New Mexico Legislature just closed. Had authorized $20 mil- 
lion debenture issue which will provide ample funds for matching whatever Fed- 

eral funds become available. 
JouNn F. SIMMs, 
Governor, State of New Mesico 


[Telegram] 


ALBANY, N. Y., March 14, 1950. 
In response to your telegram of March 8, New York State Legislature has given 
initial approval to a $750 million bond issue to expedite State highway program. 
Bipartisan support appears to assure final passage by legislature at current ses- 
sion and approval by the voters in November. Assuming passage of this measure, 
we will be in a position to match Federal aid received under either of the pro- 

posals now before your committee. 
AVERELL HARRIMAN. 
Governor of New York State. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 

Raleigh, March 10, 1955. 
DeaR SENATOR GoRE: Thank you very much for your wire about your Senate 
bill 1048. I would like to check this matter with our State highway commission 

chairman and others and write you further. 
I am very happy to see you doing something for the National Highway System. 
Sincerely yours, 
LuTHER H. HopceEs. 
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Tue STATE oF OBI, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Statehouse, Columbus, March 15, 1955. 


Dear SENATOR Gore: In response to your telegram of March 8, 1955, I wish 
to state that Ohio is in the position financially to match either proposal into 
and through 1959. Beyond that date, additional State revenues will be needed 
and in my opinion provided. 

Greatest need is on our 1,232 miles of interstate and their urban extensions 
involving 268 miles. We have 139 cities with a population in excess of 5,000 
and 766 villages. 

We are quite proud of the condition of our secondary system, and believe the 
balance of Federal-aid authorization should remain approximately as authorized 
in 1954 Federal Aid Act with exception of urban which could be reduced if 
increase of interstate, including improvement of urban extensions, is authorized. 

Sincerely yours, 


FRANK J. LAUSOHE. 


{Telegram ] 
OKLAHOMA City, Oxua., March 9, 1955. 


Regarding your wire of March 8, have studied Senate bill 1048 and Clay report. 
Oklahoma favors accelerated program within State’s ability to participate. 
Doubt if State’s funds available could be materially increased. We feel avail- 
able could be materially increased. We feel standards required by Memorandum 
20-4, Bureau of Public Roads, August 4, 1954, on interstate should be eased or 
that Federal Government participate as Clay report. I have read transcript of 
statement by C. A. Stoldt, director, Oklahoma Department of Highways, before 
your subcommitte, March 4, and am in full agreement. 

RAYMOND GARY, 
Governor, State of Oklahoma. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, March 8, 1955. 


Dear SENATOR Gore: I have very carefully read your telegram of March 7 
with reference to S. 1048 and the Clay committee report. You have asked that 
I give you my views on the highway situation and on S. 1048 and 8S. 1160 in 
particular. 

In my opinion, S. 1048 is totally unrealistic with reference to the needs of 
the very important Interstate System. On the basis of this bill, more than 30 
years would be required to complete it. It is my personal opinion that it will be 
impossible to cure the entire road situation in this country in 10 years, but, 
on the basis of first things first, we should at lease try to complete the Interstate 
System in that period of time. 

After all, the Interstate System, while it is only 1.2 percent of the total road 
mileage, joins 42 State capitals and 90 percent of all cities of over 50,000 popu- 
lation. It carries more than one-seventh of all traffic and 20 percent of all rural 
traffic. It also serves 65 percent of the urban and 45 percent of the rural popu- 
lation. S. 1160 makes it possible to accomplish the objective of the completion 
of this very important system of roads in 10 years without the increase of either 
Federal or State taxes. 

While S. 1160 provides no funds for the other Federal-aid systems, the bill 
intimates and the Clay report provides that $662,500,000, or approximately the 
present Federal-aid amounts, including the forest moneys, be authorized after 
the apportionment to the States of funds now available under the 1954 Federal- 
aid Highway Act. The Oregon State Highway Department has sufficient funds 
presently to match Federal aid but would lack approximately $3 million per 
year of having enough funds to match S. 1048. 

You ask my opinion of our ability and our inclination to raise additional funds 
to match and implement proopsals to carry out road plans now before your com- 
mittee, When a plan is finally adopted, I can answer the question specifically, 
but at present writing it appears that as a matter of simple arithmetic much 
less State funds will be required to accomplish the objective in a given period 
of time under S. 1160 than under S. 1048. 

The attached is a computation of the costs under the two plans. I am of the 
opinion that S. 1160 is the better bill. 

Very truly yours, PAUL PATTERSON, Governor. 
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[Enclosure with above letter] 


Comparison of completing interstate and other Federal-aid systems in a 10-year 
period under the terms of S. 1048 (Gore bill) and 8. 1160 (administration 
bill) 

{Amounts in billions of dollars] 


Other 
Federal-aid | 
systems 


Interstate 
System 


PI ING on g5scnceccccaca-- 
States’ share 


MARCH 21, 1955. 
Hon. PAUL PATTERSON, 


Governor of Oregon, Salem, Oreg. 
DEAR GOVERNOR PATTERSON: In the telegram which I addressed to you on 


March 7 on behalf of the Roads Subcommittee, I inquired specifically as to “the 
ability and present inclination” .of Oregon to “raise the additional funds to 
match and implement” S. 1048 and S. 1160. At that time I was unable to supply 
you with an official estimate of the amount which Oregon and local govern- 
mental units within the State would be expected to spend on highways during 
the next 10 years by the Clay report. I now have that estimate. It is $593,100,000. 

In view of the specific information now available with respect to the Clay 
plan, the committee would appreciate it if you would be so kind as to advise us of 
the ability and present imclination of the State of Oregon to raise funds to 
match the additional funds provided in S. 1048, or to implement the plan pro- 
posed in the report of Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

As you must know, we are earnestly trying to develop a sound program and 
the information here requested will be very helpful. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT GORE. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, March 28, 1955. 

Dear SENATOR GorE: I have your letter of March 21 in which you again ask 
me concerning the position of Oregon on Senate bill 1048 and Senate bill 1160, 
and the so-called Clay report. I shall take them up in their order: 

Senate bill 1048, as we have been able to calculate the figures, would require 
a payment from Oregon of $13,450,000 per year. We have available for highway 
matching $10,500,000 per year. To increase our funds to meet the funds re- 
quired by the Gore bill, or S. 1048, would require an increase of approximately 
three-fourths cent in our gas tax. Our legislature has not indicated a desire 
to increase the gas tax, but I have asked for authority to issue bonds, in the 
event that additional matching money is necessary to keep us abreast of what- 
ever program should be adopted. 

Senate bill 1160 which, as I understand it, is the only other bill before the 
Congress, attempts to implement that portion of the Clay report having to do 
with the Interstate Highway System. Oregon’s contribution to this bill is 
$2,370,000 per year. We are in a position to amply provide this money without 
any increase in the present revenue, 
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The second part of the Clay report, which need not necessarily be implemented 
into law, provides for the continuation of the present Federal-aid program on 
the basis of the act in force prior to the adoption of the 1954 act. Oregon's 
share of the match money on this plan was $6 million and we are amply able 
to provide that. Adding these 2 sums together would require matching money 
on the part of this state of $8,370,000, under S. 1160 and a continuation of the 
present Federal-aid program. This would leave us some $2 million additional, 
which could be used for matching on any other program. 

The third part of the Clay report has to do with county roads and city streets. 
These are financed in the State of Oregon through the county governments and 
the cities, and I have no figures available as to the ability of these municipal sub- 
divisions to increase their present program. 

I note you use the figure of $593,100,000 as Oregon's’ share to carry out the 
Clay report in full in 10 years. This is somewhat lower than our own figure 
calculated to implement this plan within 10 years. Our figure is $665,700,000. 
To raise the sum of money mentioned in your letter would require an increase 
in our gas tax of 6% cents, and I feel quite sure that our people would be un- 
willing to undertake this burden at this time. 

This last reason is why, in my previous letter, I stated to you that I did not 
think that this program could be accomplished in all of its particulars in 10 
years. I do believe the Interstate System can be accomplished within 10 years, 
and at the same time we can be carrying forward the previous Federal-aid system, 
which will be much more effective, because the funds can be spent entirely upon 
the roads outside the Interstate System. In addition to this, if there are no 
other programs, we would have the $2 million mentioned above for construc- 
tion each year, which could be used by the State on those State highways that 
are not now subject to Federal aid. 

I trust this gives you the information you desire. 

Very truly yours, 
PAUL PATTERSON, Governor. 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
GOVERNOR’sS OFFICE, 
Harrisburg, March 25, 1955. 

Dear SenaTor Gore: In reply to your recent telegram, the officials of our 
State highway department have reviewed with me the implications of the various 
suggested Federal aid to highways programs and we hvae come to the following 
general conclusions : 

1. The pressure of increasing traffic demands an accelerated highway-construc- 
tion program, particularly for the areas of dense population and traffic use that 
are included in the Interstate Highway System. 

2. Congress must make the decision as to the manner in which the Federal 
contribution to this acceleration is to be achieved. 

3. States like Pennsylvania which have already made a significant contribu- 
tion to the Interstate System through their own effort should not now find them- 
selves deprived of a credit for what they have accomplished. The Federal pro- 
gram should be equitable, and not give a special reward to laggards. 

4. Pennsylvania will not press for the withdrawal of the Federal Government 
from highway-construction financing, even though we might benefit on a strict 
dollars and cents accounting basis, because we realize that we have a stake as 
citizens of the United States in the development of a truly National Highways 
System. 

5. The definition of what constitutes the Interstate Highway System should be 
reviewed and brought up-to-date, or the mileage permitted to be added to the 
Interstate System should be increased. 

6. As Governor, I will recommend, and I believe the legislature will approve, 
any reasonable program of State highway financing which will permit us to 


take full advantage of any advantageous Federal highway-aid program which 
Congress will enact. 


Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE M. LEADER. 
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS 
EXPCUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Providence, March 9, 1965 


Deak SENATOR: In reply to your telegram of March 8, may I inform you that 
it has been and is the policy of the department of public works for the State 
of Rhode Island to match all Federal funds available for read construction. 
In accordance with this policy, I, as Governor of the State of Rhode Island, 
wish to inform your committee that the State of Rhode Island will mateh all 
additional Federal funds available for road construction. This policy is based 
on a recognition of the need and the value of a modern highway system for 
national defense and for the economic well-being of our country 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
DENNIs J. Roperts, Gorernor 


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Columbia, March 17, 19465. 


Dear SENATOR: Thank you for your telegram of March & and for the opportu- 
nity to comment on the proposed legislation. 

I have discussed the two bills with our chief State highway commissioner and 
we feel that we can support the Gore bill (S. 1048) in preference to the Clay 
bill (S. 1160). 

The change I would like to see made in the Gore bill (S. 1048) is that the 
matching ratio of two-thirds Federal-aid to one-third State funds for projects 
on the Interstate System be raised to, perhaps, 80 or 90 percent Federal aid. 
I believe that this change is justified in view of the extremely high and costly 
standards of construction which the Federal Government is going to require on 
this construction. 

The Clay plan (S. 1160) has a number of weaknesses which are not to the 
interest of South Carolina, nor, in my opinion, in the best interest of the orderly 
development of the Nation’s highway facilities. It places emphasis on the Inter- 
state System out of proportion to thet importance of Some sections of this system 
to the neglect of other highways. It sets up no fixed formula for distribution 
among the States of the funds for the Interstate System. This will unquestion- 
ably result in inequities and create a sort of grab bag situation among the States 
for the funds. Also, I am not in accord with the plan of financing as provided 
for in S. 1160 by issuing 30-year high interest rate bonds for the proposed 10-year 
construction program. Not only would the interest payments siphon off much 
otherwise needed highway revenues, but it would result in a drying up of the 
Federal-aid highway construction program for a 20-year period after the 10-year 
construction program and until the 30-year bonds are retired. This bill (S. 1160) 
also provides for an unreasonable proposition in the payment to States out of 
the bond sales receipts for already constructed toll roads; and the toll roads 
would not be freed. This provision of the bill places an undue burden on States 
like South Carolina, which have maintained their highways free of toll, in help- 
ing to pay for costly toll roads heretofore built in other States. 

The Gore bill (S. 1048) is a well balanced Federal-aid bill which would result 
in a fine and well balanced highway construction in all States. I do not believe 
that any considerable opposition would develop to an amendment to raise the 
ratio of Federal funds on Interstate System construction as heretofore re- 
ferred to. 

South Carolina can finance the State’s share of either bill, provided that the 
present 1 cent temporary motor fuel tax is made permanent. This additional 
temporary 1 cent motor fuel tax, which was levied for secondary highway con- 
struction, expires, under present legislation, in 1958. 

With best wishes to you, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE BELL TIMMERMAN, JR., Governor. 
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Stats ory SourH Dakora, 
Pierre, March 10, 1955. 

My Dear Senator: It was thoughtful of you to ask my opinion with regard 
to highway legislation now being considered by the Congress. 

I am attaching a statement made by the secretary of the highway commission 
before the South Dakota legislative session which has just concluded. 

You can see that it will require about $262,000,000 exclusive of interstate needs 
to bring South Dakota’s trunk highway system of about 6,700 miles to tolerable 
standards. Considering all sources of State revenue now being utilized and 
assuming that Federal aid would remain the same as under the 1954 Highway 
Act, our State would be about $130,000,000 short. This would mean about 
$13,000,000 more money annually than we now raise. This does not consider 
the Interstate System which would add $1,750,000 annually. 

The legislative session just concluded provided us with sufficient funds to 
match Federal aid under the 1954 act and leave more than $2,000,000 during the 
biennium for 100 percent State construction. This latter money will be used 
almost exclusively on low traffic roads. 

Farm-to-market roads are our biggest problem in South Dakota at this time. 
Our primary system is shaping up quite rapidly and with the Federal aid already 
in sight we should be well on the way to a solution of this problem. Since our 
Interstate System is in pretty good shape at this time and is capable of caring 
for our needs for some time to come, we feel that emphasis in new legislation 
should be on farm-to-market roads. We are not unmindful, however, of the need 
for an adequate Interstate System, but we feel this should b financed entirely 
by the Federal Government and such program should not jeopardize our primary, 
secondary, and urban development. 

We are in the process now tof studying our entire financing picture. Since 
we have only 650,000 people living in 70,000 square miles, you can see that our 
highway problem is complex. I have said I would not hesitate to call a special 
legislative session and most members of the legislature are agreed that this may 
be mpCOnAy, if and when the new Federal law which you are considering is 
enacted. 

Any way you look at it, South Dakota will need considerable more revenue 
than we now have in sight if we are to meet the requirements of either your 
bill or the President’s plan. I understand Senator Case is introducing legisla- 
tion which will reflect his personal views in this connection. 

We should like to keep control of our roadbuilding program and I can assure 
you that we will investigate every avenue for additional revenue. 

Sincerely, 


Joe Foss, Governor. 


STATEMENT BY HoavpLEY DEAN, SECRETARY OF THE SoutH Dakota HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION, BEFORE A JOINT MEETING OF THE HIGHWAY COMMITTEES, SOUTH 
Dakota LEGISLATURE, FEBRUARY 28, 1955 


As has been previously pointed out, the State highway department will be short 
approximately $1,900,000 on July 1, 1956, if present highway construction work 
which has already been programed is carried to completion. This figure is based 
upon a projection of all moneys available from all sources, Federal and State, 
including appropriations already made by this legislature. These latter amounts 
are $2,224,000 representing the final payment on hte rural credit transfer and 
$800,000 which is in lieu of the sales tax on automobile accessories. 

In addition an appropriation of $1,000,000 has been recommended by the joint 
appropriations committees. If this is allowed, the highway department will, 
during the year beginning July 1, 1955, be able to match all Federal funds made 
available to South Dakota under the Federal Highway Act of 1954 and to remove 
the deficit of $1,900,000. If, however, this is not enacted there will be a short- 
age of $37,000 in the highway fund as of July 1, 1957. 

If legislation pending in the Congress of the United States is enacted, South 
Dakota’s highway situation will become financially serious. Under the Gore 
bill which has recently been introduced, South Dakota will need $4,000,000 more 
annually for Federal matching purposes than is anticipated will come to the 
highway fund from all present sources. 

If the program recommended by President Eisenhower is enacted South 
Dakota will need about $12,500,000 more each year for matching purposes. 

In the past, considerable money has been available for 100 percent State con- 
struction. In 1953-54, $6,800,000 in unmatched State money was included in the 
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program for primary and secondary system. In 1954-55 this amounted to 
$4,500,000 and by 1955-56 this has shrunk to $250,000 because of the increase 
in Federal matching funds available to South Dakota. 

It should be pointed out that the 100 percent State money which has been 
included in previous programs was used mainly on the secondary or lower 
traffic roads which were not eligible for Federal-aid primary funds. In other 
words, if the State highway commission has only enough to match Federal funds, 
there will be little or no money available for construction on low traffic State 
highways unless some means are devised to increase State revenues. No money 
will be available for construction of roads not designated by the Federal Gov- 
ernment as either primary or secondary State highways. 

If the Gore bill were to pass Congress, South Dakota would need million 
additional immediately to match Federal-aid money. The State wodid need 
$4 million annually to match additional Federal funds and $2 million between 
now and July 1, 1956, to make up the deficit which has already been pointed out. 

In any event, the highway-building program of South Dakota will be dictated 
by the Federal Government. This is because little or no money is available now 
or is in sight for 100 percent State construction. As you members of the legis- 
lature know only too well, whenever the Federal government advances money it 
expects control and regulation in return. That situation is no different for high- 
ways than it is in other State departments. 

The problem of the Nation’s highways is of the utmost concern to national 
leaders of both political parties. Bills representing the thinking of both Re- 
publicans and Democrats are in Congress at this moment calling for an expanded 
national highway program. 

President Eisenhower has pointed out that highways are in the national in- 
terest both as a defense measure and for interstate commerce. 

This legislative session has shown a sincere interest and an acute awareness of 
the needs for future development of South Dakota and its natural and commercial 
resources. 

With the limited rail and air transportation facilities highways must of neces- 
sity play a most important and vital part in the progress of our State. 

Surveys have shown that $262 million, would be necessary to bring South 
Dakota’s State system to tolerable standards in the next 10 years. It would 
take this amount to put South Dakota in line with the program advanced by 
Gen. Lucius Clay in his report to President Eisenhower. 

As near as can be computed at this time, about $130 million, or about half of 
that sum, will be forthcoming from the Federal Government in the form of high- 
way aid and from the State through its various sources of revenue. 

But that still leaves a deficit of $130 million. 

That means that if the people of South Dakota want their roads brought to 
standard some means will have to be found to raise an additional $130 millions 
within the next 10 years. Broken down this amounts to about $13 million a year 
over and above anticipated income for construction purposes. 

There is a constant demand upon the highway department for better highways 
and a constant demand on the State to assume responsibility for additional high- 
ways. In the minds of the Department there is no unessential road in South 
Dakota. The most important road in the world is the one that goes by. your 
home or farm. We of the highway department would like to be able to take care 
of the numerous requests for highways that are made on us each year. Last year, 
I believe, 135 delegations appeared before the highway commission with their 
road problems. 

The number of vehicles in South Dakota is steadily increasing. At last count 
this figure was 308,000 cars and trucks, more incidentally than the number of 
homes in the State. On the national scale there are 58 million registered vehicles 
and it is estimated that by 1956 there will be 80 million. I presume that South 
Dakota will keep pace with the Nation. 

This means that South Dakota’s highway needs along with those of the Nation 
are increasing rather than decreasing. 

President Bisenhower has said that 1 out of 7 Americans make his living be- 
cause of highways. There is not a home in South Dakota that is not affected by 
modern highways. In fact, our State is one of the highest in the Nation in per 
capita motor vehicle ownership. 

While I believe we can take pride in the highway system we now have in South 
Dakota, the problem of roads is always with us. As we grow and progress our 
highway problems will increase. If we are successful in industrial and resource 
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development we will bring more people to our State and haul more goods over our 
highways. That means a greater demand for good roads. 

We have been discussing big figures in matters of highway financing and the 
anticipated cost of $130 million more than we now have to bring our roads to 
standard. Let us translate this figure into something a little more understand- 
able. What does this huge figure mean to the owner of a motor vehicle registered 
in South Dakota? If you divide 130 million by 308,000 you will see that in 10 
years it would cost each vehicle now registered an additional $420 to bring our 
roads to standard. That would mean $42 more per year per motor vehicle. 

The average new car owner is not just buying a car these days. He is also 
buying most of the new accessories—radio, heater, automatic signal lights, auto- 
matic transmission, power brakes, power steering—several hundred dollars’ 
worth before he is through. Nothing is too good for the safety and convenience 
of him and his family. 

Now suppose you say this to him, “There is one other accessory that you should 
select. What kind of a road do you want to have under the wheels of your car 
when you are driving?” 

That one item may be more important to him than any of the other acces- 
sories. 

You might say to him, “Will you pay $42 per year for 10 years for the new 1955 
model modern road or take the old standard model, with its many inconveniences 
and defects?” 

It is probable that his answer would be “Yes.” 

Regardless of the kind of highway financing program that is enacted at this ses- 
sion of the legislature, all of us here realize that our problem is a big one, and 
an ever present one. While we all realize that this is an expensive problem, fail- 
ure to solve it may burden our State with a price for highway inefficiency which 
we can never afford to pay and which may indeed exceed the cost of the neces- 
sary expenditures for a solution. 


An analysis of existing and proposed Federal-aid highway programs showing 
volume of construction, Federal-aid and South Dakota funds required for 
I-year program 
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(b) President Eisenhower's 
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(c) Gore bill (S. 1048) (substitute bill for Highway Act of 1954): | 
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7, 822, 800 
1, 860, 000 

525, 950 
5, 774, 340 
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13, 969, 285 

3, 321, 428 

939, 196 

8, 019, 917 
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6, 146, 485 
1, 461, 428 

413, 246 
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The State highway commission will have approximately $8,200,000 available 
annually for construction under present legislation. 
Funds needed during 1955-56 and 1956-57 fiscal years to mateh Federal-aid 


funds: 
(a) 1954 Highway Act 


(bo) President Eisenhower’s program 
(c) Gore bill (S. 1048) 


None 


($37, 000) 
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STATE OF TEXAS, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Austin, Tex., April 21, 1955 

DeAR SENATOR GORE: Please accept ny sincere apologies for my delay in reply- 
ing to your telegram of March 8, but our legislative session, as well as other 
appointments, has prevented my giving the contents of your telegram the study 
that they justly deserved prior to this date. 

The State of Texas needs an expanded highway program. We have great 
needs in all of the categories of roads. There has never been a time in our 
history when we have been unable or unwilling to take advantage of any program 
that would benefit highway development. I have recommended to the present 
session of the Texas Legislature that the State gasoline tax be increased from 
the present 4 cents per gallon to 6 cents per gallon. This would bring a net 
increase in yield to the Texas Highway Department of $43 million if enacted 
into law. Our legislature is presently considering this proposal. 

In my opinion the best help the Congress of the United States could give on 
the highway program would be to repeal the Federal gasoline tax so that this 
additional revenue would be available to the States. 

I believe that I can assure you and your committee that Texas, as usual, 
stands ready to do its part in the further development and expansion of the 
State and Federal highway systems. 

Sincerely yours, ALLAN SHIVERS. 


STATE OF UTAH, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Salt Lake City, March 8, 1955. 

DEAR SENATOR GORE: I am in receipt of your telegram concerning Senate bill 
1048, which you have introduced, to increase the Federal contribution for road 
construction. Your telegram gives no indication of the amount of money the 
various States would have to raise to match these additional Federal funds, but 
I would judge it to be considerable. 

It seems to me that the highway program adopted by the governors con- 
ference in 1952, was by far a better approach to this problem. This plan would 
have removed the Federal Government from the field of gas taxation, permitted 
the States to levy the tax vacated by the Federal Government and, because it 
would eliminate the present diversion of Federal gas tax, would increase our 
highway program by about $1 billion a year. There were various refinements 
to this program which I will not attempt to discuss here. 

I cannot understand how the Federal Government can propose the expenditure 
of additional billions on highways when it has such an enormous national debt 
and is operating even yet at a deficit. An unbalanced Federal budget creates 
inflation as you well know. The proposed highway program can only work to 
further cheapen the dollar and should such a program continue in the years to 
come, the results would be disastrous not only for the highway program but for 
the economy of the Nation. 

I would suggest that Congress take steps to balance the budget before proposing 
new spending programs. This could be done by halting the foreign-aid program, 
withdrawing our Armed Forces from unnecessary stations overseas, and reducing 
costs in other fields. A balanced budget would be a real achievement for any 
Congress, and it must soon be forthcoming if we are to avert further inroads of 
inflation. 

A balanced budget likewise could result in further tax reductions which would 
permit the States to move into many tax fields thus vacated and provide services 
of their own. As matters stand, too many States are turning to the Federal 
Government for support instead of relying on their own resources. 

The proposed program will neither relieve the Federal Government of an 
already heavy burden nor the States. It will require the Federal Government to 
increase the Federal aid extended to the States and require the States to increase 
their taxes so as to match this Federal aid. The people who must foot the bill 
are already overburdened with taxes and this will cause an even greater load 
to be placed on their shoulders. I would suggest that Congress look to the 
dangers in further tax increases. I am a great believer that the power to tax is 
the power to destroy. I am fearful that these and other new programs now being 
considered in Washington will have a devastating effect both on our economy and 
our freedom. 

Sincerely yours, J. BRACKEN LEE, 
Governor of Utah. 
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[Telegram] 


MonTpe ier, Vr., March 10, 1955. 


On the basis of information now available to me I do not feel I would be justi- 
fied in expressing any opinion as to the merits of the two bills now before the 
Senate. I will, however, piont out the way in which they appear to effect the 
economy of the State of Vermont. 

Vermont has already planned to raise funds which will be sufficient to match 
the provision of 8S. 1160. Likewise under its terms very satisfactory progress 
can be made on the Interstate System at a cost to Vermont which the State can 
meet the matching funds required of this State. To take full advantage of the 
funds made available by S. 1048 would represent an increase of 67 percent over 
the present level. The primary, secondary, and urban funds so made available 
could fill vital neds. However, the interstate plan set forth would be both inade- 
quate for the State’s needs and beyond its means. Vermont has 343 miles of 
interstate highways estimated to cost $171,500,000 to construct. Under the pro- 
vision of 8. 1048 Vermont’s mileage could only be completed in 37 years at fore- 
seeable revenue rates. If the Interstate System is to be completed within 10 
years, I consider the United States Government would have to pay at least 90 
percent of its costs in the State in order to enable Vermont to participate. 


JOSEPH B. JOHNSON, 
Governor of Vermont. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE, 
Richmond, March 10, 1955. 

DeaR SENATOR GORE: Reference is made to your telegram of March 8 inviting 
my views with respect “‘to the ability and present inclination” of Virginia “to 
raise the additional funds to match and implement” the Federal highway pro- 
posals now pending before your subcommittee. 

With respect to Senate bill 1048, it would appear extremely doubtful that this 


State would be in position, from present revenues, to match the proposed in- 
creases. 


With reference to both Senate bills 1048 and 1160, I long have held the opinion 
that the best and wisest course would be Federal withdrawal from the motor 
fuel and lubricants tax field, leaving the collection and administration of these 
revenues to the States. I firmly believe that such a course would largely solve 
our highway problems. 

Sincerely yours, 


Tuos. B. STANLEY. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
. Olympia, March 10, 1955. 

Dear SENATOR Gore: In answer to your wire of March 8, it is our well-con- 
sidered opinion that this State would receive much greater benefit under the Clay 
program than under the Gore program. 

The apportionments of Federal funds to the State of Washington under the 
Federal Aid Act of 1954 for projects on the three Federal-aid highway systems 
and on the Interstate Highway System, for the year ending June 30, 1956, totals 
$14,061,986. This is very close to the maximum amount of Federal-aid funds 
present revenues will permit us to match. 

On the basis of simple proportion under Senate bill 1048, this amount would be 
increased to $25,710,000. This sum could not be matched without a substantial 
tax increase which, at this time, is not practical. 

Recently we were asked by the American Association of State Highway 
Officials to voice our opinion on Senate bill 1048, as compared to the Clay program 
outlined in Senate bill 1160, and in this questionnaire we expressed our opinions 
in favor of Senate bill 1160. It is our understanding that 29 of the 37 highway 
departments who replied to this questionnaire favored the Clay program. 

I trust this gives you the information you desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR B. LANGLIE, Governor. 
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Marcu 21, 1955. 
Hion. ArTHUR B. LANGLIE, 
Governor of Washington, 
Olympia, Wash. 


Dear GOVERNOR LANGLIE: In the telegram which I addressed to you on March 7 
en behalf of the Roads Subcommittee, I inquired specifically as to “the ability and 
present inclination” of Washington to “raise the additional funds to match and 
implement” S. 1048 and S. 1160. At that time I was unable to supply you with 
an official estimate of the amount which Washington and local governmental 
units within the State would be expected to spend on highways during the next 
10 years by the Clay report. I now have that estimate. It is $1,343,957,000. 

In view of the specific information now available with respect to the Clay 
plan, the committee would appreciate it if you would be so kind as to advise us 
of the ability and present inclination of the State of Washington to raise funds 
to match the additional funds provided in 8S. 1048 or to implement the plan pro- 
posed in the report of Gen. Lucius D. Clay. 

As you must know, we are earnestly trying to develop a sound program and 
the information here requested will be very helpful. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT GORE. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Olympia, April 7, 1955. 
Dear SENATOR GorE: In reply to your letter of March 21 in which you re- 
quested advice as to the ability and present inclination of the State of Washing- 
ton to match and implement various plans for financing highways in the United 
States, may I say that in the State of Washington we are taxing automobiles, 
gasoline, and drivers at probably the maximum that is possible. We have 
among the highest taxes in this regard in the United States and it would be 
practically impossible to raise any more revenue than we are now doing. That 
is why we have been so enthusiastically in support of General Clay’s plan, be- 
cause it does set up a method of financing that makes it possible for us to get 
a maximum of use out of existing revenue—both bond financing and otherwise. 
We share some of the concern for the obligations that will of necessity be paid 
off with interest, but we see the benefits that can be accrued in the next few 
years greatly outweighing the financing costs that are set up under the Clay plan. 
We are, therefore, thoroughly in support of that program. 
Sincerely, 
ARTHUR B. LANGLIE, Governor. 


STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Charleston, March 11, 1955. 

Deak SENATOR GoRE: Thank you very much for your telegram of March 8, 
permitting us to furnish your committee our views on the highway problem now 
facing this Nation. 

I feel that, in general, all of us are in complete agreement insofar as the need 
for a greatly accelerated highway construction program is concerned, and we 
are substantially in accord on the estimated cost of meeting the need. The 
method then becomes the real problem, and in determining the final solution con- 
sideration must be given to the responsibilities of all levels of government— 
national, State, and local—and their respective abilities to meet these respon- 
sibilities. We realize, of course, that each level of government, at least the 
State and local levels, must of necessity take different positions in relation to 
its ability and local situations. The following information, therefore, applies 
only to the conditions as they exist in the State of West Virginia. 

We believe that the construction of the Interstate System of roads, containing 
some 37,600 miles as authorized by the Congress of the United States, is almost 
entirely the responsibility of the Federal Government. This particular network 
connects some 42 State capitals, 90 percent of all cities over 50,000 population, 
the great industrial areas, and when built to high standards required for this 
particular system at a cost far in excess of the standards normally required to 
meet local needs, would furnish a network over which the majority of travel 
and movement of goods engaged in interstate commerce would be conducted. 
Too much cannot then be said about the system’s importance for military pur- 
poses since the Department of Defense has final authority to approve this system. 
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Also, this particular network would be very vital to civilian-defense activities 
in case of attack on this country. For these reasons it is our belief the construc- 
tion of this network is the principal responsibility of the Federal Government. 

The Federal-aid primary system in general is the same as the main State 
trunkline roads, not including the small portion designated as interstate. The 
responsibility for constructing this system has been traditionally shared equally 
between the Federal and State Governments in accordance with approved 
apportionment formula. 

The Federal-aid secondary system generally considered the farm-to-market 
or feeder roads, linking farms, factories, distribution outlets and smaller com- 
munities with the primary system, has also, since 1944, been considered the 
responsibility of both Federal and State Governments on an equal basis. 

There still remains, however, in West Virginia a large mileage of local service 
roads as well as city streets which are and will continue to be local respon- 
sibility. The need for construction of the local roads in this State has and 
apparently will continue to be a very critical problem inasmuch as West Vir- 
ginia is one of the few States having responsibility and control of the entire high- 
way system exclusive of roads and streets located in cities and municipalities. 

The Federal-aid apportionment for West Virginia under the 1954 act amounts 
to approximately $9.6 million per year which must be matched with $9.2 million 
of State funds. We also have a substantial balance available under previous 
appropriations Which has not been used. Our estimates are that by December 
31, 1955, we will have in available Federal-aid funds a total of some $25 million 
unused because of lack of matching State funds. 

Your bill would impose an additional obligation upon the State of West Vir- 
ginia (approximately $14.3 million annually), which, in addition to other require- 
ments, including maintenance of our entire system containing some 32,000 miles 
and the construction and reconstruction of roads not eligible for Federal aid, 
seems beyond the inelination of our legislature to underwrite. This body, which 
is currently in session, has shown some inclination to provide additional revenues 
which we believe would permit us to match moneys available at the rate appro- 
priated under the 1954 act. We do not feel that sufficient funds will be made 
available by the legislature, at least in the foreseeable future, in an amount 
great enough to match West Virginia’s portion of Federal aid as set forth in 
your bill. 

May we suggest that the committe give consideration to the allocation of 
Federal-aid funds in a total amount as outlined in your bill, but at a rate equal 
to the 1954 act for the primary, urban, and secondary systems on a 50-50 match- 
ing basis, and the difference bétween this amount and the total amount you pro- 
pose be added to the funds provided for the Interstate System on which the 
Federal Government Wotild asSsunie a very substantial portion of the cost, thus 
relieving the State of its responsibility to provide matching funds for interstate 
highway construction, and permitting it to use this amount, providing it can 
be raised, to solve its purely local road problems in which the Federal Govern- 
ment has no interest or responsibility. 

Sincérely, WILLIAM C. MARLAND, Governor. 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Madison, Wis., March 10, 1955. 

Dear SENATOR GorE: Thank you for your telegram of March 7 regarding high- 
way financing. 

The Wisconsin Législature is currently considering my recommendation for a 
2-cent increase in the State gasoline tax. If passed, this measure would pro- 
vide the funds needed to match the Federal aids provided in Senate bill 1048. 
However, any action by Congress increasing the Federal gasoline tax might re- 
sult in the defeat of proposals for an increase in Wisconsin’s State tax, in which 
event sufficient funds for matching would not be available. 

Wisconsin is generally able, with the Federal aid provided in the Highway 
Act of 1954, to meet prospective heeds for highway improvement excluding the 
Interstate System. It is doubtful if the finds could be provided by the State 
to construct the Interstate System to the high standards proposed by the Bureau 
of Public Roads. 

We bélieve, however, if the recommendations of the Clay committee report 
were adopted, and the Federal Government assumed the major responsibility 
for construction on the Interstate System, the State of Wisconsin would be in 
a position during the next decade to finance the proposed improvements on 
other types of highways in our State. 

Sincerely yours, WaLTER J. Kon Ler, Governor. 
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{Telegram |} 

DENVER, CoLo, WVarch 8&8, 1955 
Colorado can match all Federal funds provided in S. 1048 for the various pur 
poses listed. Very doubtful that Colorado can meet the requirements of the Clay 
proposal unless we are allocated an east-west highway across Colorado on Inter 

state System. This State would be seriously injured by the Clay Plan 
Ep C. JONNSON, 
(iovernor of Colorado 


Senator Gore. The record of this hearing will be held open for a 
few days for the inclusion of additional statements which members of 
the committee may desire to submit and which m: Ly appear to the chair 


man to be advisable to be included in the record, or as m: iy be received 
from other parties. 

After the committee has had an opportunity to view some of these 
sites and view some of these problems personally, it is entirely D ssible 
that we will want to have a skull session with you further, Mr. Curtiss. 

Mr. Curtiss. I will be available at any time the committee wants me 
to be, and it is not necessary for it to go in the record but I want to 
express to you my appreciation for the courtesy with which I have been 
treated by you and the committee members. 

Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Curtiss. 

That is a good note on which to close a hearing that began 
February 21. 

At this point additional statements will be made a part of the 
record, 

(The documents are as follows :) 


{Telegram ] 
TRENTON, N. J., March 8, 1955 
Hon. ALBERT GORE: 

Your attention is directed to the following resolution which was unanimously 
adopted by the Association of Highway Officials of the North Atlantic States as 
sembled in convention at Atlantic City on March 4, 1955, which association is 
composed of the highway officials of the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Ver 
mont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and the District of Columbia : 

“Whereas it is apparent that the increase of motor-vehicle traffic is fast 
outdistancing the improvement of highways at our present rate of construction ; 
and 

“Whereas military and civil defense is highly dependent upon rapid motor 
vehicle transportation to and from defense areas and large centers of popula- 
tion ; and 

“Whereas, the completion of a properly planned highway system connecting 
the different States and large centers of population is needed for the economic 
advancement of the United States : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Association of Highway Officials of the North Atlantic 
States at this 3lst annual convention assembled go on record as commending 
the Clay committee for its comprehensive report setting forth the urgent need 
for speedy completion of the Interstate System of Highways of the United 
States ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That this association commends the aforementioned committee for 
pointing out that the Federal Government should assume primary responsibility 
for the cost of the Interstate System and its urban connections.” 


Rvussett H. McCain, 
President, Association of Highway Officials of the North Atlantic States. 
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Utica CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Utica, N, Y., March 11, 1955, 


Dear SENATOR GorE: I read with a great deal of interest in the public press 
this morning, of the meeting of the Public Roads Subcommittee. 

From the New York Times story, I quote the following paragraph : 

“The Gore bill would double the traditional Federal share in a 5-year program 
of developing all the Nation’s roads, farm-to-market roads as well as high-speed 
Interstate highways.” 

I am greatly interested in this situation because in central New York—if the 
Clay recommendations are followed—the result will be unfair to a great portion 
of our State, in my opinion. 

Right now one of the best north-south highways in the State is Route 11 which 
I understand has been known as a Federal highway for nearly 40 years. This 
highway is designated as the route of the Interstate Highway System. From 
what we can understand, if this recommendation is followed, there will be two 
superhighways along this corridor. 

Almost parallel to Route 11 is Route 12 which passes through the city of Utica. 
This highway has been neglected for years and years and is avoided by a number 
of tourists and truck drivers. Route 11 from Binghamton to Watertown, through 
Syracuse, is for the most part 3- or 4-lane highway. This year the State of New 
York is spending $11 million to improve it. Route 12 from Binghamton through 
Utica to Watertown—a distance of about 175 miles—has only 16 or 17 miles of 
3- or 4-lane highway. 

From what I can understand of your proposal, you want all the Nation’s 
highways to be improved for the general benefit of all the people. 

I was particularly interested in the reference to farm-to-market. If the Route 
11 proposal is followed, it will not serve the huge dairy industry of New York 
State. If Route 12 is made a superhighway, it would serve every large dairy 
producing county in New York State except 1, and that 1 is farther east of 
Route 12 so it would be still farther away from Route 11. 

I would therefore appreciate a great deal if I could have a copy of your bill 
or a synopsis of it, as I am afraid that a lot of people are favoring the proposed 
administration highway program because they feel that all highways will be 
greatly improved under this proposition. 

With the hope of hearing from you at your early convenience, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
VINCENT R. Corrovu, Evecutive Secretary. 


Napa, Cauir., March 8, 1955. 

My Dear SENATORS AND GENTLEMEN: The enclosed three-page article is my 
conception of how to obtain the roads our beloved country so tragically needs. 
If this program is carried out and made a reality we can cross the country with- 
out being crowded into cities or being fined for speeding. The new highways as 
I conceive it will have no speed limit, you may open the throttle wide open. 
But you will need an automobile that can be operated that way without falling 
into pieces. 

At least I ask your consideration in reading the article and then telling me 
what is wrong with it. I have not read of any program, even those submitted 
by graduate engineers that contemplate something better, not even the Hearst 
papers, or the General Motors contest articles. 

Sincerely yours, 


JOHN SoDERMAN. 


{Article referred to above] 
THE Roaps OF PROGRESS AND NATIONAL DEFENSE 


RE A NEW SOLUTION OF AN OLD PROBLEM 


The American free-enterprise system has a most excellent and reliable reputa- 
tion for efficiency, effectiveness, and skillful management in executing any under- 
taking it engages in. It has set a world record in engineering, inventiveness in 
putting out high-quality products and mass production. It has no equal in this 
respect, but has earned world recognition and high esteem for its unparalleled 
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accomplishments and achievements, which no one can deny or dispute. It has 
reached the pinnacle of fame and fortune too. 

For the above reasons it is here suggested or proposed that Congress and 
the national administration enact legislation for the purpose of engaging national 
road-building engineers and highway contractors, to take the initiative in 
planning, forming and organizing a semipublic corporation to institute a net- 
work of national highways with at least four highways from West to East 
and six roads from the Canadian border to the Mexican line. These roads are 
to serve as truck, bus, passenger car and military highways. For those reasons 
the highways must be constructed of reinforced concrete and steel; 6 or more 
lanes, 3 or more in each direction. 

These highways must not be in close proximity to existing highways or the 
transcontinental railroads; bypass cities and towns by at least 1 mile from 
them. Road crossings to be by overpass or underpass and in accordance with 
the most modern and newly invented designs in road construction. 

No private residences to be constructed along these roads, except motels, 
restaurants, service stations, repair shops and other necessary equipments to 
make speedy travel possible, without going through cities or towns. The roads 
to be as nearly straight as possible, and when necessary to go over higher ground 
the gradual ascending and descending scale should be employed, which is the 
modern tendency in road construction at least in the West. 

New discoveries to apply when they have been made and advanced into prac- 
tical application for modern use and safety devices. To accomplish the desired 
results it is here proposed that to execute this plan of construction the follow- 
ing boards be established and legally authorized : 

First: A board of directors, who shall elect the officers to execute and com- 
plete the program. 

Second : To have an advisory, surveying and consulting council, and 

Third: To have the board of financial strategy to make plans for financing 
the work under contemplation. 


Who shall constitute the board of directors? 


One officer from each of the motorcar producers, one officer from each of the 
tire and tube manufacturers, one representative from each of the principal oil 
companies, one from each of the steel, cement, lumber, and transcontinental bus 
and trucking companies, plus the Secretary of Defense, the Commissioner of 
Public Works, United States Department of Commerce. A State highway en- 
gineer from each State, one member of the legislature from each State, the Vice 
President, Speaker of the House of Representatives, one man from each of the 
large automobile, fire, and life insurance companies, or the designates of each 
of the above-enumerated officers. This constitutes a large number of directors, 
but the construction program is also one of gigantic proportions and all agencies 
of human society are most directly concerned, and of consequence must have rep- 
resentation in the huge undertaking here outlined. 


The advisory, surveying and consulting council 


This council to be composed of State surveyors, State highway engineers, 
Army engineers, Secretary of Defense, Commissioner of Public Works, United 
States Department of Commerce, United States Attorney General, the attorney 
general of each State, the presidents of the farmers’ organizations, that of labor 
organizations, and or the designates of the enumerated officials as above men- 
tioned. 

“This council shall have the legal authority to acquire the necessary land 
for the construction of these highways by condemnation proceedings in Federal 
or State courts under the term of what is known in law as “The power of emi- 
nent domain.” The highways when completed shall be 51 percent Federal prop- 
erty and 49 percent the property of the several States. 

If this program is accepted work can begin just as soon as the legislation au- 
thorizing the program and the plans has been completed. The finances, legal 
problems, engineers, mechanics, workmen and material will be available to 
execute this enormous national-highway-building program. The program wil! 
absorb all unemployed and any who may be released from the military services 
or the production of military equipment. You will know no unemployment and 
our country will have many years of prosperity by using our own wealth for our 
own defense, instead of exporting our funds to foreign nations upon whom we 
cannot depend in time of need and attack from any hostile nations. 
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The Board of Financial Strategy 


The board is to be composed of the Secretary of the United States Treasury, 
treasurers of the separate States, the chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, House of Representatives, the chairman of the Finance Committee, 
United States Senate, the corresponding officers of the State legislatures, a mem- 
ber of the American Bankers Association of the United States of America and 
that of the States and representatives of all automobile, fire, life, health, and 
other insurance companies and/or the designates of all the above named officials. 


How to finance the construction program 


The Federal Government in conjunction with the State governments shall issue 
bonds to cover their respective shares of the cost of the program; that of the 
Federal Government to cover 51 percent of the cost and the States the 49 percent 
of the cost. The bonds to be marketed as progress is made in the construction 
program and claims are to be paid. State cost shall be on pro rata basis accord- 
ing to population, or the number of square miles in the territory of each State, 
and the length of the roads in any State. The new highway may not possibly 
enter all of the States, but each State will be responsible for its pro rata share 
of the cost of the program. 


Payments of bonds when due and callable 


For this purpose 74 percent of all Federal and States sales taxes collected from 
the sales of automobiles, tires, tubes, oil, gasoline, steel, cement, lumber, and any 
other material including the machinery used in the construction of the new 
highways shall be liable for taxing purposes to pay the cost of the highways. 

This stipulation shall also apply to any of the above mentioned articles pur- 
chased by the Federal and State Governments, even military equipment pur- 
chased from private corporations. It will also include all insurance companies 
of whatever nature for taxing purposes. The owners of land acquired for the 
roads shall also be liable to paying taxes for the sale of the land. The members 
of the board of directors, the advisory and consulting surveying council and the 
board of financial strategy shall not receive any compensation except that which 
they receive from their corporations, companies or the Federal and State Govern- 
ments. 

Supervising the construction and securing contractors shall be the duty of the 
officers selected by the board of directors for that purpose. The supervising 
officials who are actually in charge of the construction of this highway program 
shall receive compensation for their services at stated periods from the sale of 
the bonds. But no officials shall receive any compenSation for their work in 
planning and coordinating the same. Salaries to commence when actual con- 
struction begins. All Federal and State bonds issued for the construction and 
purchased by bankers, oil, steel, cement, and any other participating companies, 
corporations, and insurance companies shall be subject to income tax laws as 
previded by law. If bonds cannot be paid from the above revenues when accrued 


and interest is payable, then the general funds of the Federal and State Govern- 
ments must meet these obligations. 


A certain proportion of these bonds are to be paid in full at the end of each 
year. The bonds of course are to be issued by the Federal and State Govern- 


ments. Sales of bonds are made as funds are needed to meet the expenses of 
construction. 


Conclusions 


Engineering genius, consulting specialists in gigantic enterprise and financial 
wizards can make a permanent monument to American intelligence by adopting, 
improving, and putting through a refining process that has here been conceived 
by an adventurous amateur retired from active participation in constructive 
work. It will also be a most excellent contribution to our national defense, 
commercial extension, tourist travel, inexpensive bus transportation for a Nation 
destined to live, work, prosper, and grow in world fame by the turning of the 
wheels which never run out of circulation, but go on in endless eternity. The 
America on wheels made popular by the invention of the gasoline engine. 
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STaTe or WYOMING, 
Executive DePparRTMENT, 
Chevenne, April 15, 1955 
The Hon. ALnert Gore, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Washington, D.C 

Deak SENATOR Gore: It is a far cry from your telegram of March 8 to the 
present time. Please excuse my apparent negligence in answering your wire 
before now. Due to an injury sustained in a fall on the walk, I have been away 
from the office for a good portion of the time intervening. 

I did refer your wire to our superintendent of our highway department, Mr 
J. R. Bromley. Since returning to the office, I have gone into this matter very 
carefully with him. The State highway administrators, as you know, have gone 
on record in favor of the bill emanating from the Clay report, known as Senate 
file 1160. Mr. Bromley and I are agreed that your bill has many points that 
are desirable, but one that poses an unsurmountable obstacle. Your bill would 
require an additional $344 million a year from Wyoming to match the Fed 
eral funds. This would require legislation for us to raise the additional 
revenue. Our legislature adjourned in February and will not be called back 
for another 2 years. On the other hand, Senate file 1160 would require 
little, if any, additional taxes from Wyoming. Even though we are 
unable to match the amount of funds contemplated in your bill, we like the 
thought of State financing. Offsetting this, of course, in the Clay bill is the inter- 
State financing and local control, which is most acceptable to us. 

There is no need for me to quote from the policy statement of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials, as undoubtedly you have all this data and 
information before you. I do want to call your attention to the March 16, 1955, 
letter of the American Association of State Highway Officials sent out by A. E 
Johnson, executive secretary of the association, to all its members. It gives a 
comprehensive report on your bill, the Clay bill, and the method of arriving at 
the conclusions reached. If you do not have a copy of that letter before you, 
I can have one sent you. 

Sharing with you the hope that out of the negotiations will come a bill to bring 
about the much needed improvements in the highways of the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mitwarp L. Stimpson, Governor. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COM MITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
ipril 23, 1955. 
Mr. J. CARTER Fort, 
Vice President and General Counsel, 
Association of American Railroads, 
Transportation Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Fort: I acknowledge receipt of your letter of April 22, together with 
copies of a statement on behalf of your association with reference to pending 
highway legislation. I am having copies of your statement distributed to each 
member of the Public Roads Subcommittee and have directed that the statement 
be incorporated in the record of the hearings. 

The subcommittee is grateful to your association for having made available to 
it this statement of its views. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT GORE, 
Chair man, Public Roads Subcommittee, Committee on Public Works. 


Ce 


ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS, 
LAW DSPARTMENT, 
Washington 6, D. C., April 22, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, Senate Public Works Committee. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Deak Senator Gore: I appreciate the permissien you granted to us to 
file a statement on behalf of the Association of American Railroads for inclu- 
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sion in the record of the hearings conducted by your committee on S. 1160 and 
various other highway bills. Such a statement is filed herewith. 

I am sending 25 copies of my letter and of the accompanying statement with 
the thought that you may wish to have them distributed to members of the Public 
Works Committee. 

If for any reason your committee should decide to reopen the hearings, Mr. 
Behling would be glad, of course, to appear as a witness, present the railroad 
position orally, and endeavor to answer any questions which members of the 
committee might wish to ask. 

With expressions of appreciation for your courtesy, I am, 

Respectfully, 


J. CARTER Fort. 


STATEMENT OF BuRTON N. BEHLING, ECONOMIST, ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAIL- 
ROADS, SUBMITTED TO THE ROADS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC WoRKS, ON PENDING HIGHWAY BILLS, WASHINGTON, D. C., APRIL 22, 1955 


FINANCING HIGHWAY PROGRAMS 


My name is Burton N. Behling and I am submitting this statement on behalf 
of the Association of American Railroads. The member roads of this associa- 
tion include more than 95 percent of the entire class I railroad mileage of the 
United States and their operating revenues amount to over 97 percent of the 
revenues of all classes of railroads. My position with the association is that 
of economist and my office and residence are in Washington, D. C. 

May it be clear that there is no question in our minds about the need for good 
roads. Our concern is with sources and methods of their financing. We believe 
that submission of this statement to your committee is now required because of 
the continuing growth of Federal aid and also because greatly enlarged Federal 
outlays for highway construction aid are currently proposed. We are likewise 
concerned with the implications of statements by preceding witnesses in these 
hearings, particularly those suggesting that a motor-fuel tax, whether State 
or Federal, can be regarded as an adequate highway-user charge. 

The history of Federal highway aid need not be reviewed, although it is per- 
tinent to note that, except for emergency measures during the depression of 
the thirties, the annual authorization never had exceeded $200 million prior to 
World War II. The Federal-aid Highway Act of 1954 authorized a total of 
$875 million for each of the fiscal years 1956 and 1957, exclusive of additional 
amounts provided for highways under direct Federal jurisdiction. Even when 
due allowance is made for inflation and the shrunken value of the dollar as com- 
pared with earlier periods, it is evident that Federal highway aid has increased 
greatly. 

Further, very much enlarged Federal grants for highways are now proposed. 
Under the Clay committee plan, as reflected in S. 1160, Federal outlays would 
expand to average more than $3.1 billion annually over the next 10 years, prin- 
cipally to finance improvements of the Interstate System but with provision also 
to continue grants for other Federal-aid highway systems. Such amount would 
be more than 3% times as great as the Federal aid extended per year under the 
1954 act. Another bill, 8. 1048, would provide $1.6 billion a year for 5 years as 
Federal aid for construction on the interstate, primary, secondary, and urban 
systems, or an increase of 179 percent over the 1952 act and 83 percent over 
the 1954 act. §S. 1573 would also provide for greatly expanded Federal-aid high- 
way programs. 

This is not the first time, of course, that suggestions have been made to have 
the Federal Government take on large additional financial obligations as the only 
instrumentality thought to be capable of furthering a desired objective. Such 
proposals have been and are a frequent oceurrence in the highway field as well 
as in many others. Rational choices must therefore be made unless the Federal 
Government is to assume, indiscriminately and without limit, ever increasing 
burdens, responsibilities, and the powers that go with them. 

The basic question as to highways is whether it is really necessary to have 
growing financial participation by the Federal Government, considering the 
many other demands which press insistently upon it, and also in view of the 
capability of the States and localities, both demonstrated and potential, to finance 
highway improvement programs. Their capability in this regard is discussed 
later in this statement. 
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HIGHWAY NEEDS AND HIGHWAY FINANCE 


We are obviously in the midst of a better roads movement which, with strong 
backing from automotive groups and others, has been mounting in intensity for 
several years as traffic volumes and congestion on many highways, especially in 
urban areas, have continued to increase. Better highways we do need in many 
places, but unfortunately, far less attention has been given to the equal need of 
economically sound and equitable methods of their financing. If the organized 
highway user groups, and allied businesses have a direct interest in highway 
development and automotive transportation, had over the years not matched their 
hard promotional efforts with stiff resistance to having the costs of highway pro- 
of improved highways provided someone else can be found to bear the costs is 
grams impinge upon them, we would have better highways today. The pursuit 
of improved highways provided someone else can be found to bear the costs is 
familiar to every State legislator and highway administrator and also, it may be 
supposed, to the members of this committee. 

The tendency to stress highway needs without giving adequate consideration to 
the manner of their financing reflects the view that our highway needs are so 
great that how we finance them is relatively unimportant. If needs were the 
only consideration, none of us would ever have financial problems and neither 
would our Government. 

There is a very real connection between highway needs and highway financing. 
It may serve some purpose to measure “highway needs” apart from their financ- 
ing, as the Clay committee and those cooperating with it did in estimating such 
total needs at $101 billion over the next 10 years. Whether such a figure is too 
high or too low or about right we are unable to say, but this much is clear: The 
surest test of highway needs is what highway users are willing to pay for in ade- 
quate user charges covering the full costs. Highway systems can be fully self- 
supporting on the basis of properly scaled user charges and there is no good 
reason in this day and age of motor vehicle development why they cannot be 
financed in this sound way. 

Let us consider also where we will be if this principle is not applied. If high- 
way users are provided with further improvements of facilities at a substantial 
discount below full costs by attempts to shift part of them elsewhere, imbalances 
will continue between growing traffic volumes and limited highway capacity. We 
have already seen this happen as a result of methods of finance which have 
given undue stimulation to motortruck traffic growth. Unless highway users 
‘ are made fully accountable for highway costs with adequately scaled charges by 
classes of vehicles, highway deficiencies and congestion will continue to plague 
us indefinitely and we are not likely ever to catch up. This is where financial 
expediency, premised on recommendations stressing urgent needs and slighting 
sound financial considerations, will inevitably lead. What we really need are 
means of financing highway requirements that do not cause more troubles than 
they cure. 

We make no suggestion that highway transportation be hampered or starved ; 
but we do earnestly say that continued forced feeding of this very thriving means 
of transportation is unwarranted and would be positively harmful in its conse- 
quences. 


EFFECTS OF HIGHWAY FINANCING UPON THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 


The importance of financing highways with adequate and properly scaled 
charges upon the users, so as to avoid disrupting other essential and competing 
forms of transportation, was brought to the attention of the Clay committee in 
our statement at its hearings last October 8 where, with particular reference to 
the necessity of requiring the heavy freight vehicles operating on the highways to 
pay a proper share of the total costs of highways, we said in part: 

“* * * In terms of inherent economy, the railroads still constitute the essential 
backbone of the Nation’s transportation system in time of peace and they are 
recognized to be utterly indispensable in time of national emergency. 

“If it is desired to sap the strength of the railroads, and to encourage their 
eventual nationalization on the basis of governmental support, the policy can be 
continued of providing highway facilities for use in commercial freight trans- 
portation without requiring user payments or with inadequate payments. But 
if the essentiality of the railroad system is recognized, and if we mean to adhere 
to the philosophy of private enterprise under conditions of equal competition, we 
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must require those who use highways for private gain to pay fully for highway 
facilities in accordance with their cost responsibilities.” 

Subsequently, in its report to the President (p. 4), the City Committee indi- 
cated some recognition of the validity of this analysis and the importance of 
maintaining “equitable competitive conditions” in transportation when it said: 

“All forms of transportation are essential to the national economy, including 
waterways, railroads, airways, and pipelines and their continued functioning as 
complementary services under equitable competitive conditions is important. 
Representatives of the railroads have pointed out to us the competitive threat 
represented by improved highway facilities and increasing truck haulage. How- 
ever, this Committee was created to consider the highway network, and other 
media of transportation do not fall within its province. This relationship be- 
tween the several forms of transportation is under study by other Government 
agencies and special committees full informed of those views.” 

In this brief statement the effect of highway financing upon the Nation’s trans- 
portation system was briefly dismissed and not again referred to. Nor is there 
any indication in the Committee’s proposed financing plan for highways that it 
gave any consideration to the principle of maintaining “equitable competitive 
conditions.” From this passing reference it is evident that the Clay Committee 
did not give a comprehensive reach to its inquiries regarding possible methods 
of highway finance. 

To correct any possible misunderstanding, we believe it is necessary to point out 
also that we did not sueceed in conveying to the Clay Committee the real signifi- 
cance of our presentation to it. The railroads did not then, nor do they now, 
take any position in opposition to “improved highway facilities.” What we did 
urge upon the Committee, and what we desire to stress now, is the necessity of 
sound financing of highways, supported fully and adequately by means of prop- 
erly scaled user charges to cover the costs of highway improvements and their 
maintenance. We are strongly of the opinion that sound and equitable financing 
goes to the very heart of the highway problem. 

In no other respect is the necessity of sound highway financing more impor- 
tant than in considering the requirements of national defense. We can all agree 
that expanding highway programs should certainly not be permitted to endanger 
the national security. Undesired though it is, impairment of our security will be 
invited if highways are not financed by adequate and properly graduated user 
charges. Only on this basis can harmful consequences to the Nation’s vital rail- 
road system from artificially stimulated competition on the highways be avoided. 
We must be mindful that highway improvement programs do not produce a net 
loss rather than a net gain to the Nation’s overall economic strength and security 
potential. 

Highways, of course, along with all other segments of the total economy, con- 
tribute to the national defense and security. Danger arises, however, when one 
segment is singled out for promotional expenditures without considering how 
it fits into the entire economy and the distortions which may result. Great harm 
may come from providing superhighway systems, premised on defense needs, to be 
used as commercial freightways which are not adequately supported as to costs 
by those who operate on them. Such a policy could seriously impair the eapa- 
bility of the railroads as instruments of defense. Certainly no one would claim 
that highway capacity and operation could be sufficiently expanded under emer- 
gency conditions to fill this void. 

The tremendous role of the railroads during World War II, in absorbing in- 
creasing transportation requirements as well as shifts of traffic from other means 
of transportation, including trucks, has been recognized by many military au- 


. thorities and others familiar with the conditions which were then met. What is 


not so well appreciated is the relative decline which has occurred in railroad 
traffic since that emergency. In 1940, at the brink of World War II, the railroads 
handled 62 percent of all ton-miles of intercity freight traffic and increased this 
share to 72 percent at the war peak in 1948. But since that time the railroads’ 
share has steadily fallen to a little over 50 percent in 1954. In contrast, over the 
same period the motortrucks handled about 10 percent of the total intercity 
freight traffic in 1940, then fell off under wartime conditions to only 5.6 percent 
in 1948, but by 1953 their percentage had risen to over 17 percent. 

Continuation of these trends, which would be fostered by providing improved 
highway facilities without adequate charges upon the heavy vehicles, could not 
help but affect adversely the capacity of the railroads to handle the peak loads 
which would be thrown upon them in a future full-scale war emergency. 
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It might be thought that if traffie and capability of the railroads decline while 
highway freighters grow in their place the emergency requirements of the 
national defense would still be provided for. Any such concept of simple sub 
stitution must be carefully weighed in terms of basic capabilities. Beth mili 
tary and civilian authorities on mobilization planning recognize the importance 
of manpower conservation in times of national emergency and they likewise 
know that no material is more indispensable or needs to be mere stringently 
conserved than petroleum in time of war. In the utilization of beth of these 
essential resources the railroads have a very wide margin of superior efficiency 
over trueks in transporting freight. Transportation economy stands out most 
clearly when emergency conditions are in view, because it is in such circum- 
stances that real economies rather than artificially created advantages become 
a matter of stark necessity. 

The report of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Transport Policy and 
Organization, released on April 18, 1955, contains these very impertant con- 
clusions regarding transportation for defense : 

“* * * Any policy which has the effect of weakening any form of transporta- 
tion on which we must place major reliance in the event of war is not a satis- 
factory defense policy. 

* * * o 7 > > 


“The railroads may be expected to have the greatest flexibility in accommo- 
dating an expanded domestic traffic with a minimum increase in equipment, 
since other forms of transportation as a rule require additions to equipment in 
direct ratio to an increase in traffic handled, and this is not the case with the 
railroad industry. Any policy which strengthens the railroad base will tend to 
increase the built-in flexibility of our transportaton plant * * *.” 

Sound financing of highway programs should be a vital concern from the 
standpoint of the national defense and not beyond its purview. For this reason, 
as well as to preserve sound competitive conditions in peacetime transportation, 
the costs of highways should be paid by those who use them. 


OTHER CONSIDERATIONS IN HIGHWAY FINANCING 


Far more than the interest of the railroads as self-supporting business enter- 
prises is involved in pursuing sound methods of highway financial support. Of 
primary importance is the interest of the Nation generally in preserving an 
economically balanced system of competitive transportation, with favors and 
artificial support to none. There is also the matter of equity between general 
taxpayers and highway users, for it is the latter who may rightly be expected 
to pay the costs of highway facilities provided for their use. 

It is likewise impertant that the relative cost responsibilities of heavy over- 
the-road freight vehicles, as distinguished from passenger automobiles, light farm 
trucks, and pick-up-and-delivery vehicles, be properly reflected in the user charges 
paid by them. That the heavy commercial vehicles, though relatively small in 
number, largely account for existing highway inadequacies and financing prob- 
lems will be developed subsequently in this statement. Unless properly grad- 
uated user charges are levied against these heavy vehicles, private automobiles 
and other light vehicles are made to bear highway costs on behalf of the heavy 
vehicles. 

Motor vehicles cannot, as the operators of heavy trucks are wont to do, be 
lumped. into one undifferentiated category as “highway users” in considering 
highway cost responsibilities and sound financing. In 1954, according to data 
from the Bureau of Public Roads, the total number of registered motor vehicles 
was 58,129,000, of which 9,792,000 were classed as trucks. The great majority of 
the latter, however, are light vehicles similar to passenger cars in size, weight 
and operating characteristics. Accerding to latest available data pertaining to 
the year 1952, there were only about 661,000 heavy trucks and combinations of 
the types which could be regarded as commercial highway freighters. These 
latter types, which require such extraordinary increments of highway and 
bridge strength, capacity and their attendant costs, constitute less than 7 per- 
cent of all the vehicles referred to as trucks and only a little over 1 percent of 
the total number of registered motor vehicles. 

Still another major consideration is the impact upen the Federal debt and 
budget situation which would result from enlarged future commitments for high- 
way financing at the Federal level either by long-term borrowing or current appro- 
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priations of funds. Especially if expanded Federal commitments for highways 
are made, insistent demands for large-scale help for schools, hospitals, and similar 
programs will be strongly pressed. In viewing broadly the matter of Federal 
grants-in-aid, your committee and the Congress will probably have to consider 
these questions of expenditure for schoolchildren and the sick as compared to 
highways which can be self-supporting on the basis of appropriately scaled-user 
charges and without special charity to those who use the highways commercially 
for private gain. If greater Federal aids are to be extended in every direction, 
the prospects for balancing the Federal budget will be further dimmed, as will 
also prudent opportunities for Federal tax reductions which are now the subject 
of widespread concern. 

For all these reasons, if there is a sound way to finance essential highway 
programs without additional strains upon the finances of the Federal Govern- 
ment, then surely such alternative should be chosen. State and local govern- 
ments, it is true, also have their fiscal problems, but they are not so insurmount- 
able as seems to be assumed by those who would impose greater highway finan- 
cial responsibility upon the Federal Government. As will be shown later, the 
States have available to them untapped sources of potential highway funds from 
adequate charges upon highway users. If the Federal Government can lift or 
go around its debt limit, it would seem that the States could, if necessary, loosen 
their debt limits to finance essential highway improvements. In this regard the 
debt status and the budget condition of the Federal Government may appropri- 
ately be examined in comparison with those of the States. According to the 
Bureau of the Census, the total indebtedness of all the States at the end of the 
1954 fiscal year was $9.6 billion and State revenues exceeded expenditures in 
that year by $148 million. The contrasting picture of the debt and deficit posi- 
tion of the Federal Government is well known and needs no elaboration. 


THE USER-CHARGE PRINCIPLE 


While the principle that highway costs should be supported by adequate user 
charges has come to be widely accepted, it still falls far short in practice. In 
view of the deviations from this sound principle which already exist, a prime 
requisite is that proposals for enlarged highway programs, whether sponsored 
by the Federal Government or otherwise, should meet the test of financial sup- 
port by users on a full and equitable basis. The Federal Government by its 
own action should not impede the further development of proper highway-user 
charge structures. As will be shown, however, current proposals for increased 
Federal highway aid would have this detrimental effect. 

President Eisenhower in his budget message to the Congress on January 17, 
1955, stated the general issue clearly when he said : 

“I firmly believe that as large a proportion as possible of the expenditures of 
the Government should be borne by those directly benefiting therefrom. The 
user-charge principle should be further extended * * *.” 

Later in the same message he further said: 

“The basic principle underlying budget recommendations for programs in the 
field of transportation, housing, and business is that the national interest is best 
served by privately owned and operated industry, which is assisted by a minimum 
of Federal funds and Federal basic facilities operated at the lowest feasible 
cost and financed, where possible, by charges levied on the users of the 
services * * *,” 

Again, in his highway message on February 22 this year, the President even 
more forcefully spoke in favor of highway-user charges, as follows: 

“A sound Federal highway program, I believe, can and should stand on its 
own feet, with highway users providing the total dollars necessary for improve- 
ment and new construction * * *,” 

Thus, the President recommended that all of the costs—‘the total dollars”— 
should be borne by highway users, with none of the costs subtracted or charged 
off to various indirect benefits emanating from the availability of highway 
facilities. 

In other parts of the President’s highway message and in the report of his 
Advisory (Clay) Committee which accompanied his message, references are made 
to large savings in insurance and accident costs and vehicle-operating costs which 
would be made possible by improved highways. The Clay committee in its report 
(p. 7) states that “the improvement of our highway systems as recommended 
herein would reduce transportation costs to the public through reductions in 
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vehicle-operating costs competently estimated to average as much as a penny a 
mile.” In view of potential savings of such magnitude to those operating on the 
highways, there could hardly be better justification for placing the costs of 
highway facilities squarely upon those who use them. 

With such a clear statement of the basic issues as to proper highway-cost 
responsibility, it is a matter of deep regret that the report to the President by 
his Advisory Commitee gives no recognition to the shortcomings of a motor-fuel 
tax as a highway-user charge in recommending that future revenues from the 
Federal excise taxes on motor fuels should be counted as financial support for a 
greatly enlarged Federal-aid highway program. 

If such a financing plan were to be adopted the Federal Government would be 
a quarter of a century behind the States in their evolving development of properly 
scaled highway-user-charge structures. The $25 billion program mapped out for 
the Interstate System would be financed from the proceeds of approximately 
1 cent of motor-fuel tax. For a heavy truck operated at about 6 miles to a gallon 
of gasoline, the user payment would thus amount to a mere token charge of 
one-sixth of 1 cent a truck-mile. Yet, this is the only kind of payment which 
a heavy vehicle would make to the Federal Government for use of the premium- 
standard Interstate System facilities. Actually, of course, since these heavy 
vehicles already bear the Federal motor-fuel tax as a general excise, they would 
pay nothing they do not now pay if the Federal excise tax on motor fuels were 
to be simply transfigured, explicitly or otherwise, into a user charge. 

Because the idea continues to be advanced that a motor-fuel tax represents, 
standing by itself, a fair and equitable highway-user charge, it is necessary to 
show why this cannot be true. For automobiles and other light vehicles the 
motor-fuel tax does provide a generally satisfactory method of applying the user- 
charge principle, because such light vehicles are of the same general size and 
weight, consume the same type of fuel, and operate as individual units with about 
the same relative fuel efficiency per unit of weight. 

But these conditions do not come close to applying to the heavy freight vehicles 
and combinations because their consumption of fuel does not increase propor- 
tionally with increasing vehicle sizes and weights. A recent analysis by the 
Illinois State Division of Highways shows that fuel consumption, and hence the 
motor-fuel charge, of a heavy truck is less than one-third as great on the average 
as for a passenger automobile or similar light vehicle on a weight-mileage basis 
(State of Illinois, department of public works and buildings, division of high- 
ways, Motor Fuel Taxation in Illinois, August 1, 1952, pp. 14-15). 

For this reason every State, without exception, has recognized the need to 
supplement its fuel tax with additional charges upon the large and heavy vehicles. 
These supplemental user charges are usually still in the form of registration fees 
graduated in varying degrees according to size and weight characteristics. 

The registration-fee method of highway-user charge upon the heavier vehicles 
cannot bring about a fair allocation of highway costs among such vehicles because 
mileage, and therefore actual highway use, is not truly reflected. Among other 
injustices, it excessively burdens farm trucks and other low-mileage vehicles. 
What is needed is a mileage form of user charge upon the heavy commercial 
trucks, graduated by weight classes, and directly variable with the actual use 
made of highway facilities in each particular State. Each State can then have 
its own highway-user tax structure, geared to its own highway-cost conditions 
and revenue needs, and applied to resident and nonresident heavy trucks alike. 

The weight-mileage type of user charge upon the large and heavy vehicles is 
just and equitable because it embodies the two fundamental factors which relate 
most directly to highway use and cost, namely, weight and mileage. It can also 
be conformed to size, capacity, and road-occupancy factors in their bearing upon 
highway costs, thus taking into account both the structural and geometric fea- 
tures of highway design in accordance with the operating characteristics and 
basic-cost responsibilities of the various classes of heavy vehicles using such fa- 
cilities. The guiding principle is that the heavy freight vehicles should be re- 
quired to pay to each State in user charges at a rate, proportioned to mileage and 
maximum declared weight, at least as great as the rate paid by owners of pas- 
senger automobiles and other light vehicles. Applied in conjunction with the 
motor-fuel tax, the weight-mileage user charge on heavy vehicles must be gradu- 
ated steeply enough in its several weight brackets to overcome the discriminatory 
effect of the motor-fuel tax as explained above. 

Opposition can be expected to continue from those who are the principal hene- 
ficiaries of conditions unduly favorable to them. This problem is well defined 
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in the 1953 report of the New York State Joint Legislative Committee on High- 
ways, Canals, and Revenues, wherein it is said: 

“* * * the great need and pressing demand for extraordinary highways 
stems from the costly requirements of rapidly increasing numbers and mileage of 
heavy commercial vehicles. 

“Despite this, the highway transportation industry continues to avoid and even 
to deny its just responsibility in assuming its proportionate share of highway 
costs. This industry has consistently resisted nearly every conceivable type of 
highway taxation, although it hypothetically and piously continues to assert a 
willingness to pay increased taxes if they are ‘equitable.’ Almost invariably this 
means some other tax than the one or ones under consideration. The sole tax the 
industry has supported in any degree is the gas tax, since the major share of 
this tax would be paid by passenger cars and light vehicles, which therefore 
penalizes heavy vehicles the least.” 

Despite all evidence to the contrary, the trucking industry has continued in 
the present hearings before this committee to suggest that a motor fuel tax serves 
as an adequate user charge upon the heavy freight vehicles. On April 14 a wit- 
ness for the American Trucking Associations, Inc., stated that a motor fuel 
tax results in a charge per vehicle mile ‘4 or 5 times higher for large trucks than 
for small vehicles” and said that this differential is in line with the structure 
of toll charges on existing toll turnpikes (transcript, p. 1850). No mention was 
made of the much greater weight differences between light and heavy vehicles 
which, as already pointed out, mean that heavy trucks pay less than one-third 
as much fuel tax on a weight-mile basis as do passenger cars and other light 
vehicles. Toll charges are applied as extra or premium charges over and above 
the other user charges which motor vehicles pay wherever their highway opera- 
tions occur. It may be noted, however, that toll rates upon the heavy trucks 
have not been determined by the toll authorities in accord with the cost respon- 
sibilities of the heavy vehicles, but rather with a view to attracting truck traffic 
and toll revenues. 

Federal-aid highway programs, premised on the false assumption that they 
can be adequately conformed to the principle of user support by a motor fuel 
tax alone, would perpetuate the serious inequities referred to above, which the 
States to an increasing extent are recognizing. The report of the Clay com- 
mittee refers briefly (p. 9) to the highway deterioration caused by increased 
weight of vehicles, higher average speeds, and heavier axleloads, but it makes no 
suggestions for checking such extravagant waste or for placing the excessive high- 
way costs upon the destructive heavy vehicles. 

The continuing failure to charge heavy freight vehicles with a proper share of 
highway costs has chain effects. The heavy vehicles do not contribute adequately 
to highway revenues and, artificially encouraged by low charges, they then mul- 
tiply beyond their true economic range, thus requiring still greater highway ex- 
penditures to accommodate them. Overloading practices also dissipate the high- 
way investment. 

Virtually every objective study that has been made in State after State has 
disclosed that the large commercial freight vehicles do not pay a proper share of 
total highway costs. This common conclusion has been reached by independent 
investigators even though their methods of analysis have differed somewhat from 
each other. Otherwise stated, passenger automobile owners and operators of 
other light vehicles have been made to bear burdens that should have been placed 
upon large and heavy freight vehicles. Such findings have resulted from thor- 
ough studies in Ohio, New York, Illinois, Virginia, Oregon, California, New Jer- 
sey, North Dakota, and other States. In certain instances, as in New York, 
Ohio, Oregon, and a few other States, these investigations have led to substan- 
tial revisions of highway user charge structures in which the large freight vehi- 
cles now more nearly pay a proper share of the costs of highway facilities. 

The bounty to highway freight carriers has aggravated the problem of provid- 
ing adequate highway facilities in step with increasing traffic demands. Over- 
stimulated by low user charges, the heavy freight vehicles in many situations 
have been largly responsible for creating traffic congestion and inadequate high- 
way capacity. Clearance requirements of the larger vehicles are another cost 
factor for which they should pay. 

Expansion in the use of the large over-the-road highway freighter has done 
more than.to render highway facilities inadequate from the standpoint of capac- 
ity. It is a substantiated fact that the large vehicles have greatly accelerated 
the wearing out process of the highway plant. Experiments on test roads, as 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 1049 


well as conclusive evidence of destruction on many highways over which heavy 
vehicles operate in large numbers, have demonstrated that they are responsible 
for early failure and inadequacy of existing highways out of all proportion to 
their life expectancies under reasonable conditions of use. 

A further word needs to be said about tests which may show what kind of 
highways would need to be built under the conditions in the particular test Lev a- 
tion to withstand the loads imposed upon them by heavy trucks. If such high- 
ways are to be built above the standards which would otherwise be required, 
heavy truck users should certainly be required to pay the additional highway 
costs. It is no less important to consider that there are hundreds of thousands 
of miles of highways and thousands of bridge structures already in place and 
in which billions of dollars of public money have been invested which cannot 
withstand heavy truck traffic in large volume without being torn to pieces in 
a relatively short time. It is reckless to permit them to be destroyed because 
certain limited tests may indicate that a highway, if constructed to higher pre- 
mium standards at greater cost, could bear up under extreme loads. We must 
protect the tremendous investments already made in the highway plant as well 
as seek intelligent guidance regarding the standards which should be pursued 
in providing better highways for the future. 

A report released just a few weeks ago by the California Division of Highways, 
responsive to California State Senate Resolution No. 28 (1954, First Extraordi- 
nary Session), bears directly on this matter of highway destruction by heavy 
commercial vehicles and their cost responsibilities. This report on the effects of 
heavy vehicle loads and their increasing frequency reaches the following im- 
portant conclusion : 

“In the postwar period of 1947-53, the average gross weight of commercial 
vehicles (including loads), on State highways has increased 18 percent and the 
percentage of axles carrying the heavier loads betwen 12,000 and 18,000 pounds 
has increased from 14 percent to 25 percent. In the same period, the average 
volume of commercial traffic has increased 40 percent. These increases in axle 
loading within the present law are rendering obsolete the thousands of miles of 
older highway not designed for such heavy loading (California Highways and 
Public Works, Official Journal of the Division of Highways, Department of Pub- 
lic Works, State of California, January-February 1955, p. 8).” 

These conditions are not peculiar to California ; they are encountered by high- 
way administrators in State after State throughout the Nation. 

At these hearings on April 14 (transcript, p. 1856), a witness for the trucking 
industry cited certain statements made many years ago by the former Commis- 
sioner of Public Roads, Mr. Thomas H. MacDonald, giving his opinion that road 
damage and design standards for highways were governed primarily by weather 
conditions. These statements were made in 1931—some 24 years ago—when 
highway engineering was much less developed than now and when operations by 
heavy commercial trucks on the present scale did not exist. 

The witness for the trucking industry did not reveal to the committee that 
Mr. MacDonald has made more recent statements of a very different import. 
In 1950, testifying before a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, still in his capacity as Commissioner, he said: 

“The evidence of serious road damage caused by excessively heavy axleloads is 
now abundant and irrefutable * * *.” 

Equally significant are the following unqualified conclusions expressed by Mr. 
MacDonald in 1949: 

“Specifically, we are overloading our highways in their traffic volume capacity 
and in their structural capacity * * * the results are so costly both to indi- 
viduals and the public, that they total a disgraceful and extravagant waste in 
the Nation’s true economy.” 

In the same statement Mr. MacDonald issued this warning : 

“With the marked increase in heavy loads since the end of the war. the 
damage has become even more alarming. Damage has occurred on all types 
of high-type pavements. Bituminous pavements are made rough and rutted. 
Excessive pressures shove and knead the surfaces out of shape. Concrete pave- 
ments are subjected to pumping at joints, followed by rapid deterioration of the 
whole surface * * *, 

“There is a conclusive evidence that this damage is caused by heavy wheel 
loads * * *. This matter has been the subject of serious study of practically 
every research agency, and they all reach the same conclusion—the damage 


occurs only on pavements subjected to frequent heavy wheel loads and partic- 
ularly overloads * * *,” 
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Efforts by the States to prevent rapid deterioration of the highways by impos- 
ing load limits on heavy vehicles have not yet achieved this objective. It has 
been extremely profitable to increase payloads by exceeding the lawful weight 
limits. Penalties in maximum-weight laws have been insufficient deterrents to 
profitable overloading of the highways. Where the laws have been adequate, 
frequently the enforcement has not. In many instances, the legal load limits 
were fixed so high as to be utterly ineffective in protecting against damage. 
These deficiencies, which apply in varying degrees in the several States, add up 
to a vast amount of highway costs directly attributable to overweight vehicles 
and their loads. Effective State laws, strictly enforced with heavy penalties, 
are required to meet these conditions. 

Because the States have the responsibility for controlling the use of high- 
ways, they should be responsible for their financing also. These joint responsi- 
bilities cannot effectively be separated. Pouring additional Federal funds into 
highways could not be a sound alternative to adequate charges upon the heavy 
vehicles and effective steps to protect existing facilities against abuse by heavy 
freight vehicles which absorb excessive proportions of highway capacity and 
by their operations destroy highway facilities more rapidly than funds can be 
found to replace and improve them. 

The same witness for the trucking industry to whom reference has been made 
above also stated to this committee (transcript, p. 1857) that in 1952 the truck- 
ing industry “supported” and the railroads “flatly opposed” a bill (S. 2365) 
which would have directed the Bureau of Public Roads to make a study of the 
proportionate share of the cost of building and maintaining public roads which 
should be borne by motor carriers and in what manner such taxes should be 
levied. The facts in this matter are as shown in the record of the hearing 
(Domestic Land and Water Transportation, hearings before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 82d Cong., 2d sess., March 3 to 
April 9, 1952, pp. 881-842), which in no way supports the interpretation offered 
to this committee by the witness for the trucking industry that it was confident 
of, whereas the railroads feared, the results of an objective study of this 
important subject. 

As shown in the hearing record in 1952 the trucking industry, withholding its 
support, stated that it “would have no objection to this bill provided certain 
safeguards were placed in it, both as to procedure and as to a clear spelling out 
of the objectives to be sought in the study.” Among other substantial reserva- 
tions concerning the bill, the American Trucking Associations urged that any such 
study as proposed “should be made on a State-by-State rather than a lumped- 
sum national analysis” because of varying conditions among the several States. 

The railroad industry in its statement expressed “doubt that any study of this 
complicated problem at the national level would be conducive to resolving the 
many varied problems inherent in the subject,” citing in this regard similar views 
which had been given at an earlier hearing in 1950 by the Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Public Roads. For this reason, and also because of certain road tests 
then being conducted or planned in Maryland and elsewhere, the railroads 
deemed it inadvisable to undertake a highway-cost study as contemplated by the 
bill. “After the results of these up-to-date road tests have been evaluated,” the 
witness for the railroads said, “New highway-cost studies at the State or regional 
level should prove helpful in determining equitable tax responsibilities.” 


HIGHWAY PROGRESS OF THE STATES 


Proposals of enlarged Federal-aid programs seem to rest primarily on the 
assumption that the States cannot meet anticipated needs for highway improve- 
ments and, therefore, that increased Federal participation is the only course 
available. This assumption that the States must have more financial help should 
be considered with recognition of the substantial progress made in road con- 
struction in recent years and of the potential ability of the States to finance on 
a sound basis such accelerated highway construction programs as may be neces- 
sary. If the States can continue to bear their responsibilities, without abdica- 
tion to the Federal Government whose own finances are under strain, there is 
every good reason to have them do it. 

What are the essential facts? In the first place, the record shows that the 
States and their subdivisions, with their own resources as supplemented by 
amounts of Federal aid heretofore provided, have made substantial progress im 
financing road-building and maintenance programs since World War II. The 
Bureau of Public Roads is authority for the statement that postwar roadbuilding 
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and programs got into “high gear” about 1948 (Highways in the United States, 
1954, p. 4). In that year total construction expenditures on highways and streets 
from all sources of funds amounted to $1,788 million. Last year, in 1954, such 
construction expenditures had increased to $3,729 million, or considerably more 
than double the 1948 total. Growth of expenditures occured in each of the suc 
cessive intervening years. Only in part are these increases attributable to 
greater Federal funds provided for road construction, amounting in 1948 to $405 
million and in 1954 to $648 million, as well as to toll-road bond financing by the 
States. It is significant that the cost index of the Bureau of Public Roads was 
virtually the same in 1954 (211.1) as in 1948 (211.3), so that price level changes 
are not a factor in this comparison. (Price Trends for Federal-Aid Highway 
Construction, fourth quarter, 1954.) 

Moreover, construction expenditures for highway improvements are expected 
to continue to grow from established sources of funds. The Clay Committee, 
with assistance from the Bureau of Public Roads and State highway depart- 
ments, has estimated that highway construction funds to be available from 
present sources will average about $4.7 billion annually over the next 10 years, 
or 27 percent more than was spent for construction in 1954. This estimate, which 
allows for anticipated growth of highway revenues at existing levels of user 
charges, appears to be a conservative projection. 

There is also the important matter of what the States could do to increase funds 
for highway construction that they have not yet done. The arresting fact is that 
most of the States have been slow to adjust their highway user charges to 
present dollar values and to estimated highway financial requirements. 

This lag is especially evident with respect to charges applicable to the heavy 
vehicles used in highway transportation. Comparisons of State highway user 
charges (other than on motor fuel) effective in 1940 with those in effect on Janu- 
ary 1, 1955, reveal that only 23 States increased such charges on a stanéard 
heavy vehicle, as described below, to any substantial extent in that span of 
years.’ The other 25 States and the District of Columbia either did not change 
such highway user charges at all, reduced them, or increased them by less than 
20 percent. Included in the latter group are those States where slight changes 
resulted incidentally from revision of the form of user charges rather than from 
positive measures to raise their level. 

Changes over the same period in motor fuel tax rates have been more general, 
with 36 States and the District of Columbia having increased this type of user 
charge by 1 cent or more per gallon since 1940. The increases have been mod- 
erate, however, for data from the United States Bureau of Public Roads show 
that the weighted average gasoline tax per gallon for all of the States was 3.96 
cents in 1940 and about 5.15 cents in 1954, or an average increase of approxi 
mately 30 percent. 

The rigidity of highway user charges of the States is especially significant 
when related to the greatly increased costs of highway construction and mainte- 
nance that have occurred since before World War II. From 1940 to 1954 costs 
of highway construction more than doubled, with similar increases of mainte- 
nance costs, as shown by the price index for Federal-aid highway construction 
issued by the United States Bureau of Public Roads, which rose from 100 for 
1940 to 211.1 for 1954. 

For the heavy freight vehicles, in particular, the result has been even more 
grossly inadequate payments for their highway use than they paid many years 
ago. They have contributed greatly to the premature destruction of highway 
facilities built during periods of much lower costs without providing in adequate 
measure the financial means for replacement and improvement of highways 
in the present era of much higher costs. The States have been attempting fu- 


1For this analysis the following types of charges were considered to be highway user 
payments: (1) Registration fees, (2) licenses, (3) weight-mileage taxes, (4) gross-receipts 
taxes levied for highway purposes, and (5) privilege taxes on highway carriers. Motor- 
fuel charges were considered separately. A standard vehicle with the following specifica- 
tions was used: Tractor-semitrailer, 3 axles, pneumatic tires, rated capacity & tons 
(tractor 3, semitroiler 5), empty weight of combination 18,000 pounds (tractor 8,000 and 
semitrailer 10.000), gross weight 40,000 pounds (tractor 20,000 and semitrailer 20,000), 
payload 22,000 pounds, 93 horsepower. The standard vehicle was assumed to be a common 
earrier operating interstate. Tax data for 1940 from Compendium of Certain Laws Per- 
taining to Motor Carriers and General Information on the Subject, prepared by the Associa- 
tion of American Railroads, competitive transportation research, eastern-southern region, 
September 5, 1940. Current data from Digest of State Laws Pertaining to the Reculation 
and Taxation of Motor Vehicles, Association of American Railroads and the Association of 
Western Railways, December 1954. 
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tilely to provide adequate highways for present needs with user charges which 
are still geared largely to conditions as they existed back in 1940. 

Here, then, is the primary reason why highway funds have not been forth- 
coming to the States on a scale commensurate with estimated requirements. The 
remedy is obvious and it is not to shift greater burdens of highway financing 
to the Federal Government. The States have been counting too much on the 
increasing yields of user charges pitched at inadequate and out-of-date levels. 
The result is underfinancing of highway improvement and maintenance pro- 
grams, because increasing revenue yields from user charges with growing regi- 
strations and traffic do not and will not suffice both to cover greatly enlarged 
highway programs and the efiects since 1940 of inflation in reducing the value 
of the highway dollar. Whether we like it or net highways do not come free; 
someone must pay. The answer to this problem is for the States, on a properly 
scaled basis as between classes of motor vehicles, to increase highway user 
charges. 

One of the most unfortunate consequences of current proposals for enlarged 
Federal highway aid is the expectation it seems to have encouraged that the 
Federal Government is going to provide some easy method of highway financing. 
There are indications that the States, taking a wait-and-see position, are relax- 
ing their own efforts to provide required funds. This reaction will defeat its 
own ends if the States are misled to believe that their own responsibilities have 
been diminished. 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY AID AND THE MOTOR FUEL TAX 


In considering highway needs and highway programs much attention cen- 
ters on what are the respective Federal and State responsibilities in this matter. 
While this is, indeed, an important issue, undue emphasis upon it may have the 
unfortunate effect of coneealing the underlying principle that it is basically the 
responsibility of highway users to provide the necessary funds for constructing 
and maintaining these facilities. Viewed in this light, the essential question is 
at which level of government appropriate user charges can most effectively be 
imposed. The States are in much better position than is the Federal Govern- 
ment to continue their efforts to develop adequate and equitable structures of 
highway user charges. 

Especially in reeent years, as noted earlier in this statement, there has appeared 
a tendency to regard the Federal excise tax on gasoline as a highway user charge 
in support of efforts to obtain increased Federal highway aid. This theory of 
linkage is contrary to the well established status of this tax under the law. 

Over the years the Federal Government, to meet its general budgetary re- 
quirements, has developed an extensive list of selective excise taxes including, 
among many others, the motor fuel.and other automotive excise taxes. The 
automotive excises are no different from the others as being for the general 
support of governmental functions and not in any sense special benefit taxes. 
Some of them have been in effect a long time, even though regarded as emerg- 
ency or temporary revenue measures when adopted. Until reeently, affected 
groups have recognized and firmly held to the view that all of the Federal auto- 
motive excises are general taxes and have emphasized their temporary nature 
in seeking repeal or modification. Now, however, some of these affected groups, 
viewing less hopefully than before the prospects for repeal of the automotive 
excises generally and of the motor fuel tax in particular, seek to have the latter 
diverted to their advantage in additional spending on highways by the Federal 
Government. 

It has been suggested by the ‘trucking industry in this hearing (transcript p. 
1817) that the levy of an excise tax on diesel fuel used in highway vehicles, as 
provided by the Revenue Act of 1951, indicates that the “linkage theory” between 
Federal highway aid and the automotive excise taxes has been adopted. The 
record is clear, however, that this diesel fuel tax was not regarded as a user 
charge, but was imposed for the specific purpose of correcting a discriminatory 
situation against highway vehicles powered by ‘gasoline. In its report (No. 586, 
June 18, 1951, p. 43) the House Committee.on Ways and Means plainly stated the 
reason for the diesel fuel tax as follows: 

“Your committee ‘believes that the taxation of diesel fuel on highways on the 
same basis as gasoline is necessary in order to prevent discrimination against 
vehicles powered by gasoline.” 


newt sh tet ower ~~ FF... 
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The Senate Committee on Finance (8S. Rept. No. 781, Sept. 18, 1951, p. 97) gave 
the same explanation of the nature and purpose of the excise tax on diesel fuel 
used by highway vehicles. Actually, a tax of 2 cents a gallon on both gasoline 
and diesel fuel does not eliminate the discrimination against gasoline-powered 
vehicles becuuse they consume more fuel, i. ¢. obtain fewer miles per gallon, 
than diesel vehicles of equal weight. (U. S. Bureau of Public Roads, Public 
Roads, June 1954, p. 25.) 

Plausible relationships can, of course, be suggested between some or all of the 
Federal automotive excise taxes and Federal highway aid. Such connection will, 
no doubt, continue to be emphasized as long as the contention seems persuasive, 
even though it lacks support in law or fiscal policy. If the Federal excise tax on 
motor fuel can be regarded as a highway user charge, with equa! plausibility the 
revenues from the excise tax on telephone service, for one example, could be 
claimed for the special benefit of American Telephone & Telegraph and its cus- 
tomers. The same observation would apply to all the other Federal excises. All 
of them are true taxes in the technical sense, as distinguished from user charges 
for special services or facilities provided by the Government. 

Whether and when the Federal excise tax on motor fuel might be repealed is 
another question involving many fiscal and budgetary considerations, just as in 
the case of many other Federal excise taxes on a variety of commodities and 
services, for example, the excise taxes on the transportation for hire of persons 
and property to which the railroads and some of the highway carriers are sub- 
ject. The motor-fuel tax should be considered along with these others, but not 
singled out in a preferred position, when condition of the Federal budget may 
permit consideration of such tax reductions. 

Even if the theory of linkage with reference to the Federal motor-fuel excise 
tax had a real basis, this Federal tax could not result in user charges properly 
related to the extent of highway use and the cost responsibilities of the different 
classes of automotive vehicles. The deficiency of a motor-fuel tax as a sole user 
charge upon the larger and heavier vehicles was shown above. For the Federal 
Government, contrary to the experience of the States in such matters, to rely 
solely upon revenues produced by such a tax as support for an enlarged Federal 
program of highway aid would be a backward step away from the sound develop- 
ment of adequate and equitable highway user charges. 

The States, as smaller and more homogeneous areas, can much more effectively 

develop appropriate highway user charges within their separate jurisdictions than 
could the Federal Government on a national basis. In this connection the follow- 
ing statement by the former Conimissioner of Public Roads, Mr. Thomas H. 
MacDonald, in his testimony at hearings on Senate Resolution 50 in 1950 is 
significant. Referring to the financing of highway improvements he there 
pointed out : 
“* * * Our conclusion is that we will have to have higher taxes from the motor 
vehicles if we are to provide the highway facilities that are needed, and that the 
allocation as between the different types of vehicles will have to be on a State 
basis, because of these differentials that were brought out before. The difference 
in numbers and classes or types of vehicles need to be taken into account in 
allocating the cost. 

“In my judgment, there is no possibility of establishing anything approaching 
uniformity as between the States, because of the different conditions that pre- 
vail (Study of Domestic Land and Water Transportation of the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, hearings before the Subcommittee on Land 
and Water Transportation of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, pursuant to S. Res. 50, 8ist Cong., 2d sess., 1950, p. 1021).” 

It would seem much better to leave with the States their established respon- 
sibilities for highway financing, with no more than a minimum of Federal par- 
ticipation. The States should be encouraged to take necessary steps toward the 
establishment of adequate user charge Structures and more effective action to 
protect highway facilities against abuse and destruction by heavy freight vehicles, 
not relieved of this necessity by expanding Federal contributions in aid. 

Nevertheless, if Federal highway aid is to remain at the existing level of 
nearly $1 billion annually (including expenditures on public domain roads) or 
continue increasing as now proposed, it will be necessary to develop a structure 
of Federal highway user charges, with appropriately graduated payments from 
the heavier vehicles. 

Of the bills now before your committee to provide increased Federal aid, only 
S. 1573 recognizes the necessity of differential charging of the heavy trucks and 
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eombinations. It would require annual permit licenses for such vehicles operated 
on the Interstate System, graduated by gross weight classes from 20,000 pounds 
and up. This would be a step in the right direction, if Federal aid is to continue 
at high levels. However, the proposed license charges involve some features 
which merit very careful consideration. 

S. 1573 would require annual permit licenses only for vehicles operated on the 
Interstate System and the proposed fees would apply regardless of the amount 
of use or vehicle mileage. Such charges might be prohibitive on a mileage basis 
for heavy vehicles making only occasional use of Interstate System facilities, 
whereas those operated regularly on these highways would pay merely a nominal 
charge per vehicle-mile for the use of these premium facilities. There would also 
be administrative problems of policing to check evasions, presumably requiring 
cooperative action by the States. 

Some way would have to be found to meet these problems or else the Interstate 
System would be used, to their great financial advantage, largely by fleet op- 
erators: of high-mileage vehicles. Perhaps the remedy would be for the Federal 
Government to impose a tax or charge for operation of heavy vehicles on all 
highways without distinction, rather than being limited only to the Interstate 
System. In this way a graduated weight-mileage charge could be applied gen- 
erally, with greater equity and with less opportunity for escape and evasion. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The essential questions before your committee and the Congress are to deter- 
mine upon proper limits of Federal highway aid and how it can be soundly 
financed. That such aid will continue in some measure into the foreseeable 
future seems likely, considering how firmly established it has become over the 
years as part of our national highway policies. 

As the essential guiding principle, highways should be financed on the basis 
of adequate and properly scaled user charges, so as not to disrupt the functioning 
of the Nation’s entire system of transportation and for the other important 
reasons brought out in this statement. Rather than increasing it further, as 
current proposals suggest, Federal highway aid should be reduced to the minimum 
which is really necessary to further the development, to the extent actually 
required, of integrated highway programs among the States. 

However, if the Federal Government is to participate substantially in financing 
highway programs, a properly scaled Federal user charge structure would have 
to be developed in order that this sound principle of highway financial support 
not be sacrificed. A motor-fuel tax, standing alone and whether State or Federal, 
imposes a grossiy inadequate charge upon heavy transportation vehicles which 
largely are the cause of the highway financial problem as it exists today. Every 
time a mortorist buys a gallon of gasoline he is paying to have more heavy trucks 
disrupt his use of and pleasure from driving on our highways. 

The States can go much further than they have in financing highways with 
adequate user charges and in protecting the highways against abuse by heavy 
vehicles. If the Federal Government can raise funds from highway users, so 
likewise can the States and they can do it with proper regard for highway cost 
responsibilities and varying conditions. The States have by no means reached 
the limits of their capacity to finance necessary road programs. This is the sound 
way toward highway progress. Not merely for the next few years, but for 
longer, we should be building better highways, but we should also be construct- 
ing sound programs for their financing. 

If immediate acceleration of highway improvement programs is necessary, 
State borrowing can be used to supplement current revenues, aided if need be 
with advances from the Federal Government to be repaid from future highway 
user revenues of the States. In lieu of increasing Federal grants-in-aid the Fed- 
eral Government could, if that were found to be necessary, temporarily, lend 
capital funds to the State and local governments to help them in financing their 
highway improvement programs. This would eliminate the problein of “free” 
money which subverts the objective of establishing an adequate system of user 
charges, properly distributed ameng the several classes of highway users so as 
to cover all sources of highway funds. The States and localities would be re- 
quired, from the proceeds of highway user charges, to repay such advances, 
together with full interest, over a reasonable period of years. 

President Eisenhower evidently had such an approach in mind when, in the 
statement presented for him to the governors at Lake George on July 12 last 
year, he suggested that the Federal Government might advance funds or guar- 
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antee the obligations of localities or States which undertake to construct new, 
or modernize existing highways. 

It would be most unfortunate if proposals for enlarged programs of Federal 
highway aid were to induce the States to exert less than their own best efforts 
to finance highway needs. If it is the considered judgment of the Congress that 
expanded Federal highway financing programs are not necessary or feasible in 
view of the serious objections to them, the sooner the States (and highway user 
groups) can be so advised the better it will be, in order that they may take the 
necessary steps to finance highway requirements with appropriate user support. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. EHLERS TO THE SENATE SUBCOM MITTEE ON PUBLIK 
RoabDs, COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 


My name is Joseph H. Ehlers. I am field representative of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers and present this statement on behalf of a special com 
mittee on national highway program of the society. 

The American Society of Civil Engineers is the oldest national engineering 
society in the United States with a membership of 38,000 representing all types 
of practitioners. In the highway field we have important representation in 
the State highway departments both as engineers and administrators, in the 
Federal Bureau of Public Roads, on the faculties of most of the universities 
teaching highway engineering, and in private practice. Our membership includes 
many specialists in the design of highways and highway structures and others 
who specialize in traffic studies and the economic and financial aspects of high- 
way development. Our most numerous highway group of members is in State, 
municipal, and Federal employ. 

The president of the society appointed a special committee to present a report 
on a national highway program. The members of this committee are men of 
broad engineering background. The chairman, Carlton Proctor, is a past presi- 
dent of ASCE; Mr. George Burpee is a partner in the firm of Coverdale & Col 
pitts, a national authority in traffic and financing problems; Prof. Harmer Davis 
is chairman of civil engineering and director of the Institute of Transportation 
anl Traffic Engineering at the University of California; Mr. Edmund Friedman 
is a past vice president of the society and a consulting engineer; Mr. Ralph 
Tudor is a civil engineer specializing in structures. The committee has had the 
advice of numerous staff and subcommittee members who have an intimate 
working knowledge of the highway field. 

We desire to assist the committees of Congress. We have no desire to promote 
particular types of highways or particular methods of financing them. We pre- 
sent this statement simply as informed observations reached in our studies of the 
various current highway bills and the Clay committee report on a national-high 
way policy. 

It is our intention to limit our statement to those facets of the problems involved 
which properly fall in the sphere of the engineer, which, of course, includes en- 
gineering economics. 

Four important questions were among those first considered by the Committee : 

(1) Is the Interstate System of such national significance as to warrant 
giving it the highest priority and building it with a very greatly increased 
Federal contribution? 

(2) Should the system be built to special advanced standards? 

(3) Should the next generation be burdened with a part of the cost? 

(4) Is the engineering profession capable of supplying the engineers 
needed for a program of the magnitude envisaged in such proposals as 
S. 1160? 

1. Priority for the Interstate System 


System selection.—Is the Interstate System of sufficient national significance to 
warrant giving it the highest priority and building it with a greatly increased 
Federal contribution? 

Our Committee believes that the Interstate System which has already been 
recognized in law as of special significance warrants a much larger percentage 
contribution of funds than for other roads. Undoubtedly there are some parts of 
other systems that are more important than some parts of the Interstate System. 
Possibly some of these should be added to the system. But as an existing entity, 
a system which carries over 14 percent of all our highway traffic on 1.2 percent 
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of its mileage and which connects 90 percent of all our cities of over 50,000 
population, should be of far greater Federal interest than other parts of our 
National Highway System. 

The recent study of highway needs, prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads 
of the Department of Commerce as required in section 13 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1954, presents to Congress for the first time a comprehensive 
analysis of our total highway systems. 

Do the various categories of road and street systems used in the study repre- 
sent a proper engineering approach to future highway development? 

The technique of system establishment has proven to be the most effective 
means of achieving orderly development of the various classes of roads. It permits 
the assignment of responsibility to those agencies best able to manage certain 
sections of the whole network and it affords opportunity for an equitable divi- 
sion of financial responsibility in accord with predominant interest of the gov- 
ernmental agencies involved. It permits application of broad priority principles 
in relation to benefits of movement to traffic, economic development or defense 
operations. 

The system method of highway development began on a national basis in 1921 
with the creation of the Federal-aid primary system. In the period since that 
time, many more Classification plans have developed. 

The designation of an Interstate Highway System followed this well-estab- 
lished principle. With a continued growth in traffic movement over all systems, 
it is logical to utilize further the selectivity process to meet our most pressing 
problems. In the postwar period, following designation of the Interstate System 
in 1947, Congress has increased authorizations for the system from $25 million 
annually in 1952 to $175 million annually in 1954. The question now is—will the 
national interest be served best by giving higher priority to this system? 

A comparison of the service demands being made upon the system and the 
capability of the present roadways to meet the demands shows a wide gap 
between the two. This same inadequacy exists in some degree on all systems, but 
primary benefits to national interest would by all criteria be greatest in improve- 
ment of the National Interstate System. At the same time, support should be 
continued on all other systems at least at present levels. 

The Interstate System as presently constituted is a selection based upon a 
factual study of major traffic movements throughout the Nation. The facts 
supporting its selection were presented to the Congress in 1944 in a study entitled 
“Interregional Highways.” It interconnects our major centers of populations 
where most traffic has its origin or destination. Those traffic movements have 
persisted in similarity of pattern for many years and have changed mainly in 
volume growth as economic development generated increased interchange of 
persons and commodities. 

While only one-seventh of our total movement is now taking place on the Inter- 
state System, it is of outstanding significance that it takes place on just slightly 
more than 1 percent of our mileage. This means the traffic movement is nearly 
12 times as great as the average on the total road network. Using the principle 
of selectivity to achieve balance and priority related to need, it is difficult to 
visualize any other approach that would strike most directly at the heart of our 
current necessity for transportation service to keep pace with our increased pro- 
ductivity and improved standard of living. 

The Department of Defense has stated that from the military point of view, 
this system is of the greatest importance. Thus, when the Interstate System 
is considered in terms of: value to the Nation’s commerce, its necessity for defense 
and the contribution to our general welfare and safety, there can remain little 
doubt of the importance of giving it the highest priority in the finance plan of a 
Federal highway program. 


2. Standards 


Should the Interstate System be built to special adwanced standards ?—The 
policy for needs-measurement of the Interstate System differed from that for 
other systems. We believe that this more forward-looking policy for this system 
was warranted by the Interstate System’s strategic value, its traffic importance 
and in view of its long-term value as a capital investment. 

Two points with respect to standards are of major significance : 

(1) It was estimated, on the basis of completion to fully modern stand- 
ards in 10 years, to serve traffic demands forecast for 20 years ahead; 

(2) It was contemplated that access would be controlled throughout its 
length to the extent warranted by traffic. 
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Because of the high ratio of earning value per vehicle and its priority import- 
ance, the policy of measuring the needs on a 10-year-completion basis seems fully 
warranted 

The values of control of access on major arteries have been fully demonstrated 
by experience on sections now in operation. There is no other way by which we 
can step up transportation service to the required level in terms of freedom of 
movement, time saving, lives saved and lowered vehicle operating cost and pre 
serve those values for posterity. 

We believe that the present and future economies warrant these advanced stand 
ards, especially in rapidly growing urban and suburban sections and in densely 
populated or rapidly growing States. The difficulty or near impossibility of 
obtaining, 10 or 15 years from now, the additional right-of-way width probably 
would entail a relocation of the road at that time with destruction of many values 
created by the construction of a presently proposed road. Authorization for ad- 
vance purchase of right of way would be an exercise of sound business judgment 
on the part of the Congress. 

The modern expressway design is the only means we have of improving the 
general service values and investments along the other routes from which they 
lift the burden of through movements. It is the modern-engineering solution 
to the huge public enterprise of highway transportation, and preservation of 
public investment in the vital road plant. 


3. Postponement of financial burden 


Are we warranted in supporting a financial scheme which would shift to the 
next generation a considerable part of the cost of the proposed development ? 
Our committee will not deal with general fiscal policies but simply offer some 
comments from the viewpoint of engineering economies which may have a bear- 
ing on the question. 

First, we believe that costs to the next generation will be lower than if a lower 
standard were to be adopted for the Interstate System and the added width 
needed in 10 or 15 years had to be provided by purchase of added right of way or 
relocation of the road. Certainly that part of the added initial cost may justi- 
fiably be transferred to the future beneficiaries. 

Second, we believe that traffic induced by the development of the Interstate 
System to the proposed standards will produce additions to revenue income which 
would not otherwise be available. Thus, even though the tax revenues are 
not segregated, the proposed expenditures will result in an actual income to 
reduce the debt created by any bonds issued. Unlike some other types of public 
works and public buildings, operating highways generate revenue or money 
income in proportion to vehicle usage; thus in effect there is a money contri- 
bution paid into the public coffers for each vehicle mile traveled whether a 
tollgate spans the highway or not. Hence, there is a special justification on a 
business basis for a bond issue in the case of the proposed highway development. 

Estimates of the losses (extra costs of transport service) due to congestion and 
accidents may far exceed the interest costs of a credit-financed program. It is 
highly likely that considerable future savings to the total economy could be made 
by early investment in high-type facilities on the main-line highway system. 


}. Manpower factors 


Is the engineering profession capable of supplying the professional engineering 
talent needed for a program of the magnitude envisaged in a proposal such as 
S. 1160? In view of the present-day scarcity of engineers, this is a question of 
unusual importance. 

A survey made by the Highway Research Board late last fall indicated that 
an apparent shortage of some 4,000 engineers then existed in the State highway 
departments of the Nation. Further augmentation of the highway programs on 
a nationwide scale will require attention to manpower factors on a broad base, 
inasmuch as it appears that the total pool of experienced professional highway 
engineering manpower (including those in both public and private employ) will 
not be greatly increased in the next few years. This does not mean, however, 
that the demands for output of plans and construction cannot be met. Rather, it 
emphasizes certain steps should be taken now, to assure a productivity potential 
capable of meeting the demands. 
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Ways in which the output of professional services of highway agencies can 
be augmented include the following : 

1. Recruitment of new professional personnel. 

2. Reorganization of job functions and duties so as to allocate functions 
and tasks not requiring the exercise of professional skills and judgment to 
nonengineering personnel, thus conserving and more effectively utilizing 
trained engineering manpower already available. 

3. Further development and utilization of techniques and procedures, such 
as mechanized computing and photogrammetric surveying, which can con- 
serve manpower and speed up routine work. 

4. Streamlining of field and office procedures so as to reduce the number 
of special operations, special designs and special reviews which demand the 
time of skilled professional personnel; e. g. standard design procedures. 

5. Effective utilization of the resources of private engineering firms, and 
possibly of the engineering talent of other Government agencies. 

While it appears that the numbers of new enginering graduates who will 
become available will not be sufficient to meet the national manpower demands 
if highway engineering agencies continue to function along traditional lines, 
effort should not lag in attempting to attract a reasonable share of the engineering 
graduates into the highway engineering profession. However, the civil engineer- 
ing profession as a whole faces a prospect of a continuing inadequacy of new 
personnel, so that special efforts should be made to attract potential engineers 
into the profession, including further informational efforts even in the high 
schools. To provide real and immediate attraction, the rewards to practitioners 
in the form of salaries, collateral employment benefits, job responsibility, and job 
challenge must be substantial and known. 

The effective utilization of the talents of existing professional personnel offers 
the greatest possibilities for meeting demands for large increased output. Just 
prior to, and during the early part of World War II, the aircraft industry met 
the demands for enormously increased output by training large numbers of 
vocational personnel such as draftsmen, computers, and inspectors in specialized 
short-term training courses, and conserving experienced professional personnel 
for technical supervisory functions. Coupled with this is the possibility of 
greatly increased mechanization of the performance of many routine tasks. 
The technologic development of high-speed computers, sorting devices, electronic 
scanning devices, and techniques such as photogrammetric surveying and non- 
destructive testing, offer challenging possibilities for reducing manpower require- 
ments, both professional and vocational, as well as of speeding up the per- 
formance of such tasks. Also coupled with the device of more effective utilization 
of existing manpower is the adoption of streamlined field and office methods. 
A number of highway departments and engineering firms are already working 
with these devices for conserving manpower. 

In the developing situation, since the total pool of experienced highway per- 
sonnel in public and private employ is limited, merely to shift personnel from 
one State or agency to another, or from public to private employ or vice versa, 
would appear to offer no satisfactory overall solution to the manpower problem. 
Some increase in available engineering services would result from the utilization 
of the forces of private engineering firms now performing other than highway 
engineering services. The real problem here will be to integrate this source of 
talent into the general effort and to make most effective use of such talent. 

Such recent surveys of manpower for highway design and construction as are 
available (report of ARBA Task Committee No. 1, in report on the Construction 
Industry in a 10-year National Highway Program, American Roadbuilders Asso- 
ciation, Washington, D. C. Jan. 1955. ENR staff survey, report in Engineering 
News-Record, Dec. 30, 1954) indicate that the requirements for an accel- 
erated national highway program can be met. Informed engineering opinion, 
such as we have been able to sample, also indicates that the adjustments can 
and will be made, necessary to meet requirements for the output of engineering 
services in connection with an expanded program. 

We, therefore, affirm the ability of the civil engineering profession to meet the 
demands for highway engineering services in any reasonable expansion of nation- 
wide highway development. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., March 23, 1956 
Hon, DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your recent request to the Secretary 
of Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to 8S. 1045, 
84th Congress, a bill to amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved 
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as amended and supplemented, to authorize ap 
propriations for continuing the construction of highways, and for other purposes 
The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the Department of the Army the 
responsibility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense 

This Department, on behalf of the Department of Defense, has considered the 
above-mentioned bill and, while certain favorable provisions in the bill are 
recognized, it is believed the program outlined will not meet the immediate needs 
of national defense. It is believed that S. 1160 which would implement the 
recommendations of the President’s Advisory Committee on a national highway 
program would more effectively meet these needs. As you know, this Department 
has also submitted to your committee comments on that bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend existing Federal-aid highway legislation 
by increasing the amount of funds authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1956, and each succeeding fiscal year to and including the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and by increasing the Federal share of any 
project on the National System of Interstate Highways. The bill provides for 
an annual authorization of $1,600 million for the 5-year period. This authoriza- 
tion would cover Federal-aid projects on the Federal-aid primary and secondary 
systems including approved urban area projects, and also projects on the Na- 
tional System of Interstate Highways. The provisions of existing Federal-aid 
highway legislation relating to apportionment among the several States remain 
the same except for the National System of Interstate Highways. The bill would 
increase the Federal-aid share for any project on the National System of Inter- 
state Highways from 60 to 66% percent of the total cost. The provisions per- 
taining to public lands and nontaxable Indian lands remain unchanged. 

The provision in the bill increasing from 2 to 5 years the authorized Federal- 
aid highway program is recognized as a very desirable step. This would make 
possible a more wisely planned program and better system development. It is 
also recognized that the proposed bill would increase the amount of Federal! funds 
available for the Federal-aid systems, including the National System of Inter- 
state Highways, over that available in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954. 
However, based on studies made by the States and the Federal Bureau of Public 
Roads, it will require over 30 years to complete the relatively small priority 
interstate System to presently approved standards. This, when compared with 
the fact that the proposed bill also provides for completion of the Federal-aid 
primary and secondary systems in 20 to 25 years, leads to the conclusion that 
the proposed bill does not give adequate consideration to the priority needs of 
the National System of Interstate Highways, which has been determined by the 
Department of Defense to be the principal system of highways to serve the 
national defense. In this connection it is significant that to date not over 15 
percent of the National System of Interstate Highways will meet prescribed 
Standards. 


Although the force and extent of an enemy attack cannot be predicted, the pos- 


sible impact of such an attack is foreseeable. Traffic congestion and the inability 
to maintain effective highway transportation services would seriously affect 
areas in and between major-population, industrial and strategic centers not 
served by limited-access, high-volume arterial highways. It is believed that the 
early completion of the National System of Interstate Highways is of far greater 
immediate importance, from the standpoint of national defense, than increasing 
the Federal expenditures for improving the other systems, particularly the 
Federal-aid secondary system. 

It is apparent that higher priority must be given to the National System of 
Interstate Highways if the United States is to have a relatively small system of 
arterial highways of uniform and modern design. It is recommended that such 
legislation as may be enacted provide for the completion of the National System 
of Interstate Highways as limited- or controlled-access highways in approximately 
10 years and that this system be constructed to approved uniform standards. 

While the specific fiscal effect of the bill cannot be estimated, in general its 
effect is to authorize the appropriation of funds for the purpose of carrying out 
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the various provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act of 1916, as amended and 
supplemented. 
This report has been coordinated among the Departments in the Department 
of Defense ir accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report for the consideration of Congress. 
Sincerely yours, 
Ropert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, Feb. 16, 1955. 
Hon. ALBERT GorE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 14, 1955, invit- 
ing me to testify at hearings on February 21, 1955, on 8. 1048, and other Federal 
highway bills which may be pending before your committee at that time. 

Your invitation is greatly appreciated, and I regret that other matters will 
require me to be absent from the city on the date of the hearing. I am, there- 
fore, asking Mr. F. V. du Pont, a former Commissioner of the Bureau of Public 
Roads and now assigned to my office as a special assistant, and Mr. C. D. 
Curtiss, present Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads, to appear in my 
behalf. 

With respect to your request that your committee be furnished with the reports, 
studies, and recommendations provided by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 
prior to the hearings on February 21, I regret to say that all of such reports, 
studies, and recommendations will not be available at that time. 

As you know, a draft bill for a Federal-Aid Highway Act was submitted to 
your committee on December 30, 1954, pursuant to section 12 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1954. It has not been possible, however, to complete the studies 
authorized by sections 11 and 13 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, relat- 
ing to the problems posed by relocation and reconstruction of public utilities 
services resulting from highway improvements, and to all phases of highway 
financing, respectively. These latter reports required the collection of extensive 
data from State highway departments, public utilities, and utility regulatory 
agencies in all parts of the country, and the preparation of numerous statistical 
analyses, maps, charts, and diagrams. Completion of the reports has also been 
delayed by the demands made by the President’s Advisory Committee on a 
National Highway Program and the governor’s conference on the staff of the 
Research Department of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

As soon as it became apparent that it would not be possible to complete the 
reports within the time designated by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954, 
requests for extensions of time were submitted to the Vice President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. The Committee on 
Public Works of the House has granted a 60-day extension of time for submission 
of the reports. 

Please be assured that every effort is being made to transmit these reports to 
the Congress as soon as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 


SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington 25, D. C.. March 21, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will ackowledge your letters of February 12, 
1955, and February 23, 1955, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on 
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S. 1048, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1955, and S. 1160, the National Inter 
state Highway Act. 

In his highway message of February 22, 1955, to the Congress the President 
emphasized that the Federal Government should give top priority to completion 
of the National System of Interstate Highways. With respect to financing, he 
recommended “planned use of increasing revenues from present gas and diesel 
oil taxes, augmented in limited instances by tolls.” 

Since the above principles are embodied in S. 1160, I am authorized to advise 
you that its enactment would be in accord with the program of the President 
By the same token, since 8. 1048 does not incorporate these principles, its enact 
ment would not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD PEARSON, Assistant Director 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Varch 23, 1955 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to S. 1160, 
84th Congress, Ist session, a bill to create a Federal Highway Corporation for 
financing the construction of the National System of Interstate Highways; to 
amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat, 
355), as amended and supplemented ; and for other purposes. The Secretary of 
Defense has delegated to the Department of the Army the responsibility for 
expressing the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 

The Department of the Army, on behalf of the Department of Defense, has 
considered 8S. 1160. The objective of this bill, as stated in section 2 thereof, is 
to complete the construction of the National System of Interstate Highways 
within the next 10 years up to such standards as will produce safe highways 
adequate to handle traffic needs for at least the next 20 years. This would im 
plement the recommendations of the President’s Advisory Committee on a Na 
tional Highway Program, which was transmitted to the Congress by the President 
on February 22, 1955. This Department favors the enactment of legislation 
which would accomplish this objective. However, it is believed that agencies 
other than the Department of Defense could more appropriately comment on 
the establishment of a Federal Highway Corporation and the financing provi 
sions, as means for accomplishing this objective. 

The bill would create a Federal Highway Corporation for financing the con- 
struction of the National System of Interstate Highways, within the next 10 
years. The authorized expenditures would be limited to $25 billion. The Cor- 
poration would be subject to the direction and supervision of the President. Its 
management would be vested in a Board of Directors composed of five members. 
Three of these members would be public members appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, without regard to political party 
affiliation. The President would designate a full-time Chairman of the Board 
from one of the public members. The remaining two members would be the 
Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of the Treasury, or their representa- 
tives. The bill sets forth the management and general responsibilities, duties, 
powers, and financing procedures of the Corporation. Among other things the 
Chairman of the Board would be responsible for maintaining “liaison with the 
representatives of the States with respect to the policies set forth in this 
act. * * * In addition to managing the Corporation the Board is authorized to 
resolve divergencies of views concerning the interpretation or application of 
the policies under this act which it considers will have significant effect upon 
the program, excluding (1) divergencies between two or more Federal agencies. 
Within this limitation, the Board shall have the right to determine the matters 
which it shall consider and act upon, under such rules and regulations as it may 
prescribe.” Under its powers the Corporation “may take such actions and exer- 
cise such other powers as may be necessary, incidental or appropriate to carry 
out the function of the Corporation, and to further the objectives of this act.” 

The Secretary of Commerce would have responsibility for designating routes 
to take up the mileage still undesignated so that the entire 40,000 miles of this 
National System of Interstate Highways would be designated. In approving 
any undesignated mileage, the Secretary shall designate those routes which con: 
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tribute most to the benefit of the system as a whole and are most important from 
the point of view of national defense. The standards to be used for the Inter- 
state System would be those approved by the Secretary of Commerce after con- 
sultation with the Department of Defense, the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion, and the State highway departments. The Secretary of Commerce is author- 
ized to make the final determination of the standards to be used, except that 
where there are divergencies of views the Board would resolve them in accord- 
ance with the management responsibilities above quoted. The Secretary of 
Commerce would be further responsible for distribution of funds to the States; 
scheduling of construction and participation by the States after consultation 
with the States, the Department of Defense, and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration (except that the Board would resolve divergencies of views in ac- 
cordance with the provisions above quoted) ; establishing credits of the States 
for existing roads and toll roads; and obtaining under the provisions of the bill 
the necessary rights-of-way for projects on the National System of Interstate 
Highways. 

The Department of Defense particularly favors the objectives of the bill insofar 
as they would effect a specific program for completion of the National System 
of Interstate Highways in approximately 10 years. It also particularly favors 
the provisions for insuring uniform design standards and limited or controlled 
access. These are considered minimum requirements of any sound program for 
improvement of the major arterial routes which make up the National System of 
Interstate Highways. 

The fiscal effect of the bill cannot be estimated since the payments authorized 
to be expended depend upon estimates by the Corporation based upon prospec- 
tive revenues. However, section 204 specifically states that expenditures will not 
exceed $25 billion. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report for the consideration of Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
March 28, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request of February 23, 
1955, for the views of the Treasury Department on S. 1160, a bill to create a 
Federal highway corporation for financing the construction of the National Sys- 
tem of Interstate Highways. 

The financing plan of the bill embodies the general financing principles con- 
tained in the Clay committee’s recommendations, and we believe that this is a 
feasible plan. The approach used in the bill is fully consistent with our belief 
that funds for highway purposes should be provided out of highway-user 
revenues. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there would 
be no objection to the submission of this report to your committee, and that 
enactment of the bill would be in accord with the program of the President. 

Very truly yours, 
G. M. HumMpuRey, 
Secretary of the Treasury. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 
Washington 4, D.C., April 1, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAvEz, M. C. 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Please find enclosed herewith the policy statement of 
the American Association of State Highway Officials dealing with the subject of 
Federal-aid highway legislative proposals. This policy was developed in Chicago 
on March 13, 1955, by the chief administrative officers of the State highway de- 
partments. Forty-eight of the fifty-two member departments answered the roll 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM 1063 


call and took part in the discussions and policy formulation. At the meeting the 
various current legislative proposals were thoroughly analyzed and studied. 

Under the constitution of this association, which is composed of the highway 
departments of the 48 States, the Territories of Hawaii and Puerto Rico, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the Bureau of Public Roads, legislative policy must be 
approved by two-thirds of the membership, or by 35 members. The voting varied 
on the 16 topics considered and used in formulating the policy from 40 for and 3 
against to 46 for and none against, with the Bureau of Public Roads recorded 
as not voting in all cases. 

We believe you will find this policy statement interesting, since it comes from 
the group that has been the partner of the Federal Government in building the 
Nation’s Federal-aid highways. 

Yours very truly. 
A. B. Jounson, Evecutive Secretary. 


PoLicy STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFI- 
CIALS AS DEVELOPED BY THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS OF THE MEMBER 
State HiGHWAY DEPARTMENTS, MEETING IN CHICAGO, MARCH 13, 1955 


To insure an expanding and sound national economy, the Federal-aid high- 
way program should be continued and enlarged to more nearly meet the de- 
mands both current and future. The program should be administered and con- 
structed by the Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway departments 
aus in the past—a Federal-State relationship that has been highly efficient and 
outstandingly successful. 

Should future Federal road legislation create a national highway corpora- 
tion, commission, or authority, its duties should be fiscal only. 

Considering the civil and the national defense, as well as the overall economic 
well-being of the Nation, the Interstate System of Highways should be accorded 
priority treatment and its completion accomplished within a period of 10 years. 
A substantial, balanced construction program, however, must not be sacri- 
ticed on the other Federal-aid highway systems. 

The Interstate System should be built to meet the anticipated traffic demands 
of 20 years hence, and constructed to design standards promulgated and ap- 
proved by the American Association of State Highway Officials, and with the 
application of, and the provision for, access control features in accordance with 
warrants promulgated and approved by the American Association of State High- 
way Officials. The location and design of the Interstate System should be the 
joint responsibility of the State highway departments and the Bureau of Public 
Roads. The actual determination of the location of the routes between control 
points should be based upon engineering studies, traffic analyses, and economic 
comparisons. 

The building of the Interstate System would be jeopardized if it were redesig 
nated or extended beyond its 40,000-mile statutory limitation. 

The Interstate System program should be accelerated, and the Congress, in 
its good judgment, should determine the method of financing. If it is decided 
that it is necessary to finance the work by credit financing, the association ap- 
proves such action. 

Because of the need for expediting the construction through all States si- 
multaneously, provision should be made for the Federal Government, upon peti- 
tion of the State and in the interest of national defense, to procure the neces- 
sary rights-of-way and access control on the Interstate System. Because of the 
heavy demands made upon the States for financing roads having more local in- 
terest than the Interstate System, and because of the national interest and re- 
sponsibility of the Federal Government in the Interstate System, the associa- 
tion recommends that the Federal contribution to the cost of the capital improve- 
ments on that system be between 90 and 95 percent, and that these funds be ap- 
portioned to the States on the basis of need. 

The State highway departments should be responsible for the design, letting 
of contracts, supervising construction, and, upon completion, should have the 
sole responsibility, at State expense, of maintaining, policing, and operating the 
facility. 

As a matter of equity and so as not to discriminate against the States that 
have already constructed a portion of the Interstate System, the association 
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recommends that a credit reimbursement should be allowed for any road that 
is properly located, designed, and constructed to be incorporated into and 
become a portion of the Interstate Sytem, whether the road be free or toll, in 
accord with the following procedure : 

(a) Ewisting free roads.—Existing free highways measuring up to standards 
of the Interstate System should have the depreciated value determined from 
which would be deducted 10 percent thereof and the total amount of any Federal- 
aid funds used in constructing the highway. The result then should be the 
credit to which the State is entitled. 

(b) Eevisting toll roads.—A State should be entitled to credit for an existing 
toll road, excluding the cost of financing thereof and of any facilities not of a 
highway character, that is properly located and constructed to meet the require- 
ments of the Interstate System, and the amount of credit so allowed should be 
the depreciated value, not to exceed 40 percent of the original cost where the 
road was completed prior to December 31, 1951, and not to exceed 70 percent 
when completed between December 31, 1951, and December 31, 1955. 

(c) Future toll roads.—A State should be entitled to credit on a future toll 
road, when built to approved interstate standards, in the amount of 90 percent 
of the original cost, less the cost of financing thereof and of any facilities not 
of a highway character, provided the project has progressed to the point that 
its financing has been arranged and completed by December 31, 1955. There 
should be no credit reimbursement for future toll roads after that date. 

In the continuation of the Federal-aid highway programs on the primary, 
secondary, forest highway, and urban systems, authorization should be for a 
period of at least 6 years to allow the States to adequately plan and staff the 
programs. The current apportioning formulas and public lands sliding scale 
matching provisions should be continued with a 25 percent transfer provision 
allowed between the primary, secondary, and urban allocations to make the 
program flexible enough to meet the most pressing needs of the individual States. 

Assuming an accelerated and enlarged interstate highway program should be 
authorized by the Congress, the first authorization providing for funds on the 
primary, secondary, and forest highway systems should be in at least the 
amounts provided in the act of 1954. The urban authorization could be decreased 
below the amounts provided in the act of 1954 in proportion to the amount of 


urban aid authorized under an enlarged interstate highway program. 
The subject of labor relations and requirements should not be included in 
Federal statute, but should be a matter to be determined at the State level. 


SUPERHIGHWAYS AND NATIONAL BANKRUPTCY 


The proposed $101 billion superhighway program figures out about $200 per 
employed person per year for 10 years on a cash basis. The bonded debt approach 
will probably double the cost but spread it over 30 or 40 years. This means that 
the average wage earner is going to work 2 or 3 weeks a year to pay for a high- 
way building program of very dubious value. 

The fantastic possibilities of railroad piggy-back (trailer or flat car) service 
are such that almost all long haul trucking (over 150 miles) will be eliminated 
if a competitive system is allowed to evolve. This is because railroad unit costs 
are about one-third those of trucking. This development would eliminate the 
biggest potential source of revenue for superhighways. 

In the passenger field the possibilities of aviation (airplanes, convertiplanes, 
and helicopters) are such as to make an expensive superhighway program appear 
to be 20 years out of date from this angle. There is also the possibility that the 
railroads, by using modern cars and motive power equipment such as that used 
in Denmark and other parts of Europe, can cut their passenger costs by 50 per- 
cent thus eliminating long haul bus service and cutting rather deeply into long 
haul automobile traffic. This can be done quite quickly and cheaply largely 
with second-hand equipment. 

There is good reason to believe that the railroad facilities of this country have 
not been fully exploited for more than 50 years. The proposed expansion of 
highway facilities could cause stich an over-expansion of the total transporta- 
tion plant as to plunge the whole industry into bankruptcy. An impartial study 
should be made of the hidden potential of the railroad industry before hundreds 





NATIONAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM L065 


of dollars of each taxpayer's money are pledged to an expensive highway pro 
gram. 
In a world where over half the people are starving an unneeded superhigh 
way system might look pretty silly and cause considerable bitterness 
R. J. Harrop 
OAK Park, ILI 


TOWN OF West BRIDGEWATER, MAss 
Office of Water Commissioners 


Whereas the 2d session of the 83d Congress enacted Public Law 350, amend 
ing the Federal-Aid Road Act, and section 11 of said Public Law 350 provides for 
a study by the Secretary of Commerce of the problems posed by necessary reloca 
tion and reconstruction of public utilities services resulting from highway im 
provements authorized under said act; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States will soon consider the report of 
the Secretary of Commerce entitled “Public Utility Relocation Incident to High 
way Improvement” which was transmitted to the Senate by the President of the 
United States on April 13, 1955; and 

Whereas the Water Commissioners of the Town of West Bridgewater, Mass., 
through actual experience with a Federal-aid highway project now under con 
struction within their town, are aware of the extreme expense to said town 
occasioned by such a project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States be hereby requested to give 
favorable consideration to legislation that would ease the burden on public utill- 
ties required to relocate facilities because of the construction of Federal-aid 
roads; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Water Commissioners of the Town of West Bridgewater, 
Mass., regard any such unreimbursed costs as a form of unfair taxation on the 
local residents, since it is manifestly highly inequitable to impose on the users 
of utility services the added costs of relocation which are justified by nothing 
more substantial than an accident of geography ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That since the use of Federal funds for Federal-aid road purposes 
derives from the power and responsibility of the Congress to provide for the 
common defense and general welfare, and since the benefits of the highway con 
struction flow to the public at large, it is only just and fair that the costs of re- 
location of utility facilities should also be financed from funds derived from 
taxes levied on the general public; and be it further 

Resolwed, That the Water Commissioners of the Town of West Bridgewater, 
Mass., who have already been forced to secure from their customers increased 
funds from which to pay the cost of relocation of their facilities occasioned by a 
Federal-aid road project within the town of West Bridgewater, request the Con- 
gress of the United States to make reimbursement aid retroactive to the start of 
the Federal-aid road program so that said town and other towns similarly 
affected may recover the costs of relocation of facilities which they have already 
been forced to pay. 

Adopted by the Board of Water Commissioners of the Town of West Bridge 
water, Mass., by unanimous vote the 18th day of April 1955. 

A true copy. 

Attest: 

Gorpon A. McDona.p, Secretary. 


Senator Gore. The committee stands adjourned. 
(Thereupon, at 3:10 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 








APPENDIX 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
April 30, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: Thank you for your letter of April 22, enclosing a number of 
letters and telegrams from constituents in the State of Washington, all express 
ing a firm conviction that public utilities should not be forced to relocate at their 
own expense telephone and electric facilities when such relocation is the direct 
result of construction of Federal-aid highway projects. 

During the recent hearings on the National Highway program, additional testi- 
mony was received by the committee on the matter of utility relocation. When 
the full committee meets to consider 8. 1048, which was reported out yesterday 
by the Subcommittee on Roads, the utility relocation question will be fully dis- 
cussed and careful consideration given the available information. As requested, 
the attachments will be made a part of the record. 

With all good wishes, 

Sincerely, 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, Chairman. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
April 22, 1955 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building. 

DEAR SENATOR: I transmit herewith a number of letters and telegrams from 
constituents in the State of Washington, all expressing a firm conviction that 
publie utilities should not be forced to relocate at their own expense telephone 
and electric facilities when such relocation is the direct result of construction 
of Federal-aid highway projects. I know you are taking testimony on this sub- 
ject and I would like very much to have the attachments made a part of the 
committee record. 

My own personal view is that the recommendations transmitted herewith are 
reasonable and I hope that a provision in keeping with these views may be in- 
cluded in whatever Federal-aid highway bill the committee decides to report. 

Thanks for your many past courtesies and kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN G. Maanuson, U. 8. 8S 


ASOTIN, WASH., April 18, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Would you please give your attention to the matter of relocating telephone 
facilities that would be affected by Federal-aid highway relocation projects which 
I understand will be coming before the United States Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee on or about the 22d of April. Relocation of telephone facilities simply do 
not come under telephone rate structure coverages and are a burden to small 
companies which by all means should be considered at this hearing. I urge you 
to contact members of the subcommittee who are to present it to the Public 
Works Committee and do all possible to correct this existing inequity. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. R. TY Ler, 
Owner-Manager of the Asotin Telephone Exchange. 
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EATONVILLE, WASH., April 19, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Request you urge Senate Public Works Committee 
to give favorable consideration to portion of Federal-aid act pertaining to reim- 
bursement of public utilities forced to relocate by Federal-aid highway projects. 
Small telephone companies like ours cannot afford such expenditures on a large 
scale without serious financial difficulties. 

Very truly yours, MASHELL TELEPHONE Co., INC., 
ARNE Haynes, President. 


Hoop River, Orec., April 18, 1955. 
Senator WARREN MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Urge you present strongest possible case Friday to the Public Roads Sub- 
committee regarding reimbursement for forced pole and line relocation. Favor- 
able action vital to all utilities public and private. 

Best regards, 
At HENRY, 
Oregon-Washington Telephone Co. 


ILwaco, WASH., April 18, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


I urgently request your every effort to obtain provision in Federal Highway 
Act to provide reimbursement of nonrailroad utilities for costs of relocating 
facilities to accommodate Federal-aid highway projects. This is of vital im- 
portance to the telephone industry, particularly to our small companies. Thank 
you. 

NORMAN A. HOWERTON, 
President, Ilwaco Telephone and Telegraph Co. 


NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Vancouver, Wash., April 8, 1955. 
Re: Reimbursement for moving electric lines incident to highway relocation 


COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorKS 


GENTLEMEN: The Northwest Public Power Association, composed of 97 elec- 
tric systems serving 1,750,000 people in Alaska, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and 
Montana favors legislation providing for reimbursement for moving utility facil- 
ities incident to highway relocation. 

The association’s resolution of November 20, 1953, reads, “to urge that where 
any electric-pole line must be relocated incident to highway construction or relo- 
cation, the highway construction agency be required to pay all utility relocation 
costs.” 

Sound utility practice and regulation warrants a fair rate of return upon net 
utility plant investment. 

Any artificial inflation of the rate base is repugnant to the welfare of utility 
consumers. When a utility must move its facilities incident to highway reloca- 
tion, it should be fully reimbursed so the utility will be made whole. If the 
utility is not reimbursed, then the rate base is artificially inflated to the detri- 
ment of the consumers. 

For public and cooperative systems where rates are based on direct costs there 
is a similarly direct impact upon the ultimate consumer of electricity. He in 
effect pays a highway tax as part of his electric bill unless the utility is fully 
reimbursed for moving utility facilities. 

We also endorse the principles in the Collier-Burns Highway Act of 1947 of 
California whereby (1) a highway is regarded as a utility, (2) highway right- 
of-way is regarded as a multiple-purpose right-of-way available for all utilities, 
and (3) full reimbursement is provided for moving utilities incident to highway 
relocation. 

Sincerely, Gus Norwoop, 
Executive Secretary. 
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KALAMA TELEPHONE Co., 
Kalama, Wash., April 16, 195 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. MAGNUSON: The Public Roads Subcommittee of the Senate Public 
Works Committee will take action on April 22, 1955, pertaining to reimbursement 
of nonrailroad utilities for costs of relocating facilities to accommodate Fed 
eral aid highway projects. In view of the importance to small companies like 
ours, who have been heavy hit to move our lines (which may be almost new) by 
relocating highways we feel it is discriminatory, inequitable and burdensome on 
these small companies; therefore we would appreciate any effort on your part 
to help their decision. 

Yours very truly, 
LD. W. Correy, 
President 


COLUMBIA River TELEPHONE Co., 
Kennewick, Wash., April 18, 1956 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: As the operator of one of the smaller telephone 
companies of Washington I am very much interested in the proposed change in 
the Federal Highway Act pertaining to reimbursement of nonrailway utilities 
for cost of relocating facilities to accommodate Federal aid highway projects. 

The present situation imposes an undue burden on the telephone companies, 
who in turn must pass this burden on to telephone users in the cost of telephone 
service, costs which we feel are highly discriminatory under the circumstances. 

We telephone people are a small voice in the overall picture but our services 
effect almost everyone and any relief along the lines of highway relocation costs 
will help to offset the extremely high tax burden being imposed through the 
various taxing agencies. 

Any assistance you may give in relieving us of these discriminatory costs will 
he greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 


D. S. WILKINSON. 


WASHINGTON INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION, 
Seattle, Wash., April 18, 1955. 


The Honorable WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
The United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Str: It is my understanding that the Public Roads Subcommittee of the 
Senate Public Works Committee has under consideration certain amendments 
to the Federal-aid Highway Act. It is reported that these amendments will 
provide compensation to the utilities that are required by public authorities 
to remove or relocate their facilities as certain highways are widened or changed. 

The membership of the Washington Independent Telephone Association is 
composed of 65 independent telephone companies, each privately owned and 
operated, serving 140,000 subscribers. Many of these companies are rather small 
and in the last several years all of them have been severally pressed to find the 
finances necessary to meet the abnormal growth that has been experienced 
throughout the Pacific Northwest and, at the same time, to cover the cost of re- 
moving or relocating their outside pole lines as our highway system has expanded 
and improved. 

We feel that the costs incurred in expanding and improving our highway system 
should be borne by the community as a whole and should include the cost re- 
quired to remove or relocate public utility facilities. Our subscribers are pres- 
ently supporting the investment which has been made in these facilities to pro- 
vide a public service and if they are required to carry additional costs in these 
facilities each time that a highway is widened or relocated, certainly the rates 
for such service will have to seek higher levels. 

We think it is only fair and equitable that some arrangement should be made 
where, like the railroads, other utilities can be reimbursed for the relocation 
costs which annually have to be met. 
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It will be greatly appreciated if you will see that these views are passed on 
to the chairman of the appropriate body considering these matters so that ade- 
quate relief may be provided. 

Sincerely, 
A. J. ZIMMERMAN, 
Executive Director. 


Sxacir VALLEY TELEPHONE Co., 
Mount Vernon, Wash., April 19, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: We understand that the Federal-aid Highway Act 
is now in the Public Roads Committee of the Senate. 

We, as well as many of the small, independent telephone companies, are 
interested in having the act so amended that when road construction contracts 
are let, the contractor is liable for pole-moving costs. 

These costs are becoming burdensome for small companies, and all contractors 
now add a percentage for contingencies to take care of unforeseen expenses. 

We are given the location of pole lines by the State and county engineers, 
required to have franchises by both State and county, and pay a franchise tax. 
There is no provision in our rate structure for such expenditures, and few, if 
any, of the State regulatory commissions will permit an item in the rate base 
for anticipated expenses. 

Sometimes these expenditures become a real burden for the small company, 
especially if the contractor requests temporary construction to clear his work 
and the permanent job cannot be done at one time. 

We always have interruptions in service that are a maintenance cost in 
addition to the moving costs. 

We can charge a housemover for costs of moving wires, but a road contractor 
is exempt, which we do not think is fair. 

We don’t know whether you are in position to check on the provisions of the 
act or not, but will appreciate anything you might do to correct the situation. 

Very truly yours, 
G. J. Stover, President. 


EXLLENSBURG TELEPHONE Co., 
Ellensburg, Wash., April 18, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Drak SENATOR MAGNUSON: We have been advised that the Public Roads Sub- 
committee of the Senate Public Works Committee has had a hearing to con- 
sider a proposed change in the Federal-aid Highway Act pertaining to reim- 
bursement of non-railroad utilities for cost of relocating facilities to accom- 
modate Federal-aid highway projects. 

As you know, there are many small telephone companies in the United States 
which have been adversely affected by highway relocation. A relocation of 
even a small section of highway in one of these smaller utilities causes an ex- 
tremely heavy burden on these people and in turn on their subscribers. As the 
act now stands it imposes the added cost of relocation of these projects only 
on the users of non-railroad utility services. We know that you realize that 
this in turn places an added burden on these people due to the fact that they 
must pay such costs in addition to their share of other Federal taxes from 
which all project funds are derived. 

We urge your favorable consideration in your study of this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
R. E. Rupotex, Manager. 


FARMERS MutTuaL TELEPHONE Co., 
Lynden, Wash., April 19, 1955. 
United States Senator WARREN MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. CO. 


Dear SENATOR: We would like to request your favorable consideration to the 
proposed change in the Federal-aid Highway Act, pertaining to the reimburse- 
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ment to telephone companies on costs in relocating facilities on Federal-aid High- 
way projects. 

We feel the present law is discriminatory, and inequitable and places a heavy 
burden on the telephone industry, particularly the smaller companies, in addi 
tion to the Federal taxes to which they are already contributing. 

Yours very truly, 
Witton Larson, Manage 


GREENSBORO, N. C., May 2.1954 


L NITED STATES SENATE PUSLIC ROADS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

The following suggestion is made in all sincerity. With reference to the $22 
ition highway construction program I suggest that your members work with 
the Civil Aeronautics Authority and integrate into the highway program plans by 
vhich emergency landing strips would become part of the highway system. Of 
course this means no telephone wires, no powerlines, and specially constructed 
strips which would be part of the highway. This suggestion has its ramifications 
hut it.is quite practical and feasible. After traffic on the highways in the event 
if an emergency landing this could be controlled just as is done in other emer 
gencies by State troopers who are supposedly deployed anyway and with proper 
forethought such landing strips could be provided at not too much additional 
osts. With air traffic increasing as it is necessarily in the future it must be 
taken care of. I think it would be repeating past mistakes with regards to our 
ir traffic just as we grew from horse-and-buggy-day roads to one-lane roads 
then double-lane roads and now multi-lane roads all of which created additional 

penditures because of the lack of foresight. I think we would be repeating 
past mistakes by failure to take cognizance of such a suggestion as is being made 
! have discussed this suggestion with regular scheduled commercial-liner pilots, 
and private-plane pilots and none of them have ever insinuated that such an idea 
s not practical. Also consider what a suggestion as this would mean militarily 
A copy of this suggestion is being forwarded to Civil Aeronautics Authority 
Perhaps between the two something might result I would be glad to go in detail 
if this is not understandable. 

PaunL O. Fourz 


UNITED STATES ‘SENATE, 
May 2, 1955 
Hon. Cart. HAYDEN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: Thank you for your letter of April 28, enclosing a copy of a 
telegram addressed to you on April 23, by Mr. A. B. Spector, attorney at law, 
Phoenix, Ariz., in which he urges that the Federal-aid highway bills include 
provision for reimbursement to utility companies for the cost of removing and 
relocating utility facilities. 

The question of reimbursement to public utilities for relocation of their 
facilities made necessary by highway construction has been the subject of 
considerable controversy for a number of years. During consideration of the 
Federal-aid Highway Act of 1954, hearings were held on the matter. The com 
mittee did not feel that adequate information on the laws and procedures that 
had been followed in the various States was available, and requested the Bureau 
of Public Roads to make a study and submit a report on their findings to 
Congress. This report was submitted a short time ago and is published as 
House Document 127, 84th Congress. 

During the recent hearings on the national highway program, additional! 
testimony was received by the committee on the matter of utility relocation 
When the full committee meets to consider S. 1048 which was reported out last 
Friday by the Subcommittee on Roads, the utility relocation question will be 
fully discussed and careful consideration given to the available information. 

The action that might possibly be taken by the committee cannot be forecast 
at the present time, however, it is believed that definite action in some form 
will be recommended by the committee. 

As requested, Mr. Spector’s telegram will be made a part of the record of the 
highway hearings. 

With all good wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, Chairman. 
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UNITED States SENATE, 


April 28, 1955. 
Hon. DgENNis CHAVEZ. 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear DENNIS: I enclose a copy of a telegram addressed to me on April 22, 
by Mr. A. B. Spector, attorney at law, 714 Title and Trust Building, Phoenix, 
Ariz., in which he urges that the Federal-aid highway bills include provision 
for reimbursement to utility companies for the cost of removing and relocating 
utility facilities. 

I shall appreciate it:if Mr. Spector’s telegram can be made a part of the 
hearing record of the highway hearings now being conducted. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Yours very sincerely, 
CaRBL HaYDEN, 


P. S. Please address reply to me; sending me original and one copy. 


PHOENIX, Ariz., April 28, 1955. 
[Telegram ] 
Senator Cart HaYpEN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Urge your support of Federal-Aid Highway provision authorizing use of 
Federal aid to reimburse utility companies for cost of improving and replacing 
utility facilities. Many instances where new road work or widening old roads 
places unfair burden on utilities, water, gas, electric, telephone, etc. I repre- 
sent locally owned small water utilities and therefore am especially interested 
in seeing a provision of this kind inserted in the Federal Highway Aid law. 


A. B. SPEcToR, 
Title and Trust Building, Phoeniz, Ariz. 





